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PURPOSE

The purpose of this bill is to provide appropriations for the fiscal
year 2004 beginning October 1, 2003, and ending September 30,
2004, for energy and water development, and for other related pur-
poses. It supplies funds for water resources development programs
and related activities of the Department of the Army, Civil Func-
tions—U.S. Army Corps of Engineers’ Civil Works Program in title
I; for the Department of the Interior’s Bureau of Reclamation in
title II; for the Department of Energy’s energy research activities
(except for fossil fuel programs and certain conservation and regu-
latory functions), including environmental restoration and waste
management, and atomic energy defense activities of the National
Nuclear Security Administration in title III; and for related inde-
pendent agencies and commissions, including the Appalachian Re-
gional Commission, Delta Regional Authority, Denali Commission,
and the Nuclear Regulatory Commission in title IV.

SUMMARY OF ESTIMATES AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The fiscal year 2004 budget estimates for the bill total
$26,946,164,000 in new budget (obligational) authority. The rec-
ommendation of the Committee totals $27,313,000,000. This is
$366,836,000 above the budget estimates and $1,236,805,000 over
the enacted appropriation for the current fiscal year.

The bill, as recommended, is in compliance with the sub-
committee allocation agreed to by the Committee and entered into
the Congressional Record on June 20, 2003.

SUBCOMMITTEE HEARINGS

The Subcommittee on Energy and Water Development of the
Committee on Appropriations held four sessions in connection with
the fiscal year 2004 appropriation bill. Witnesses included officials
and representatives of the Federal agencies under the subcommit-
tee’s jurisdiction.

The subcommittee received numerous statements and letters
from Members of the U.S. Senate and House of Representatives,
Governors, State and local officials and representatives, and hun-
dreds of private citizens of all walks of life throughout the United
States. Information, both for and against many items, was pre-
sented to the subcommittee. The recommendations for fiscal year
2004 therefore, have been developed after careful consideration of
available data.

VOTES IN THE COMMITTEE

By a vote of 29 to 0 the Committee on July 17, 2003, rec-
ommended that the bill, as amended, be reported to the Senate.

(4)



TITLE I—-DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE—CIVIL
DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY

CORPS OF ENGINEERS—CIVIL
INTRODUCTION

The Committee remains concerned about the level of the budget
requests for the water resources programs of the U.S. Army Corps
of Engineers. The budget request for fiscal year 2004 is about
$450,000,000 less than the amount appropriated to the Corps in
fiscal year 2003. The budget request is extraordinarily unbalanced.
Eight projects account for 29 percent of the proposed Construction,
General budget with the remainder of the projects severely under-
funded. The proposed General Investigations budget, which pro-
vides funding for studies of water resources needs, is decimated.
Only studies in their final year were adequately funded, the re-
mainder were severely underfunded. The proposed Operations and
Maintenance budget appears to show an increase, however, when
accounting for inflation and proposed funding transfers that are
unlikely to be enacted, the final total is less than the amount ap-
propriated in fiscal year 2003. The budget proposed for the Mis-
sissippi River and Tributaries project, is equally inadequate.

If the proposed budget request were enacted, the Corps would be
forced to terminate on-going construction contracts costing the gov-
ernment some $200,000,000 in termination fees, demobilization
costs, and delays in project schedules.

As has been the practice for the last several years, the budget
proposal contained no new construction “starts”. The budget pro-
posal stated that this was done in order to only fund the backlog
of on-going work (estimated at $23,000,000,000 in the budget pro-
posal) and that within 10 years, this backlog would be reduced to
zero. Followed to conclusion, that would mean that within 10 years
the Corps would only be an operation and maintenance agency to
oversee past constructed work. Since there are no other nationwide
agencies that address water resource problems and needs, one can
only assume that all water resource problems will be solved in the
next 10 years or that the Federal Government intends to no longer
fund water resource development.

The Committee does not share the views in the budget proposal
and remains concerned about the huge and increasing backlog of
infrastructure development, maintenance, and repair over which
the Corps has jurisdiction. The proposed budget causes the backlog
of unconstructed projects to increase from $44,000,000,000 to
$52,000,000,000 and ignores an accelerating critical maintenance
backlog which increases from $960,000,000 to $1,100,000,000. This
maintenance backlog will soon become entirely unmanageable
under the weight of an aging and crumbling inventory. Proposing

(6))
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no new discretionary construction starts, underfunding on-going
projects, and providing minimal O&M funding for completed
projects leads the Committee to believe that the budget preparation
may have been influenced by very narrow interest groups as op-
posed to providing for a robust national water resources develop-
ment program. The situation that the proposed budget poses to the
Nation’s economy and quality of life leave the Committee no option
but to step forward in support of these vital projects.

The Committee recommendation for the Corps of Engineers to-
tals $4,426,700. This is $232,700,000 above the budget request for
fiscal year 2003, and is $212,127,000 below the appropriation for
the current year.

BUILDING AND SITE SECURITY

The Committee is aware of the heightened threat of terrorist ac-
tivity since the events of September 11, 2001, and the subsequent
financial burden this places on the Corps of Engineers in managing
the security of the many public assets and critical infrastructure
within its control. In order to offset some of the financial burden
of the Corps of Engineers, the Committee provided $139,000,000 in
the fiscal year 2003 supplemental appropriations bill to defray
some of these costs. The Committee encourages the administration
to include funding for specific security related costs in future budg-
et submissions for the Corps of Engineers, as many of these costs
are recurring.

CENTERS OF EXCELLENCE

The Committee is concerned that Corps of Engineers technical
and planning capabilities have diminished over the past decade.
This diminished capability has been evident in recent controversial
studies such as the Upper Mississippi River and Illinois Waterway
System Navigation Study and the Delaware River Deepening
Study. The Committee urges the Corps of Engineers to review ways
in which it can improve its capability, to include concentrating its
technical and planning expertise in regional centers. The Com-
mittee believes that there is much the Corps can do to leverage its
highly skilled workforce in an effort to better utilize their expertise
on a national level. With constrained budgets and ever-changing
technology, the current work environment lends itself well to the
movement of knowledge and information across great distances in
a matter of minutes. Therefore, the Committee remains committed
to the concept of the regional centers because they will enable the
Corps to maximize its expertise across the country over a wide va-
riety of projects and problems just by tapping its own resources.
Though many problems are regionalized many of their solutions
are not. With the implementation of regional centers the Corps will
be able to manage the Agency’s workload across the Nation rather
than just in a district or division.

BUDGET CONSTRAINTS

The budget allocation for non-Defense discretionary programs
contained in the Energy and Water Development bill for fiscal year
2004 are constrained below what is necessary for a robust, bal-
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anced national water resources program. Faced with these budget
realities, the Committee has had to make tough decisions and
choices in the development of the Corps of Engineers’ budget re-
quest for fiscal year 2004. However, while the budget resources for
non-Defense discretionary programs have remained flat or have de-
clined in real terms, the number of requests of the Committee con-
tinue to increase. This year the Committee received more than
1,200 requests for funding for water projects within the Corps’ Civil
Works program. Many supported the funding level in the budget
request, but a majority of the requests made of the Committee
sought increases over the budgeted amounts or items not contained
in the President’s budget for both fiscal year 2003 and fiscal year
2004.

EXPENDITURE RATES

The Committee is aware that the Corps of Engineers has exer-
cised its existing authorities to take advantage of a good construc-
tion season and as a result, has been executing its construction
program at an increased rate using funds available from under-per-
forming projects. This occurrence has compounded over the last 2
years and has resulted in the Corps executing construction projects
at a rate which far outpaces their respective appropriated amount.
The Committee is very concerned that this practice has led to a sit-
uation where the Corps, despite Congressional intent expressed in
the appropriations Act, makes the decision on where to put its
scarce resources to the best use. Though the Committee under-
stands that the Federal government yields project benefits and cost
savings when a project is completed ahead of schedule or on time,
opposed to later, the Committee is not in favor of projects pro-
ceeding at a faster rate than Congress intended without its concur-
rence. The intent of Congress, with respect to water projects, is
very clear, specifically outlined in the detail tables on a project by
project basis.

Therefore, instead of retracting the Corps’ reprogramming au-
thority, a privilege granted to the Corps, the Committee expects
the Corps, within 3 months of enactment of this Act, to submit a
report to the Senate Appropriations Committee on its management
plan for its appropriations and how it intends to rectify the situa-
tion. Should the Corps not reign in its expenditures to reflect the
Congressional intent; the Committee will seek to retract the Corps
reprogramming authority.

TRUST FUND ACCOUNT USAGE

For fiscal year 2004, the administration proposes to expand the
use of both the Inland Waterways and the Harbor Maintenance
trust funds. In the case of the Inland Waterways Trust Fund, a
fuel-tax fund which offsets construction costs of certain inland wa-
terways projects, the administration proposes to use revenues to
pay for one-quarter of the operations and maintenance costs for all
“high use” Federal inland waterways, in addition to one-half the
operating and maintenance costs for all other Federal inland wa-
terways. During fiscal year 2004, this proposal would translate to
$110,000,000 in additional revenue tapped by the Corps. If the
Congress were to enact this proposal, it would effectively raise the
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inland waterways users’ diesel fuel tax from 20 cents to 34 cents
per gallon.

As for the Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund, revenue is derived
from receipts from an ad valorem tax imposed on commercial users
of specified U.S. ports. The administration proposes to use the fund
to finance not only 100 percent of the Federal share of the oper-
ation and maintenance costs for ports and harbors, but also all
Federal costs associated with coastal port and channel construc-
tion.

If the Committee were to enact these two proposals, the burden
placed upon both trust funds would be so great that the funds
would likely be bankrupt within a few years’ time. The Committee
believes that the changes contemplated by the administration will
dilute the funds’ target for resources: specific construction projects
in the inland waterways system and the maintenance of certain
ports and harbors. Therefore, the Committee dismisses the trust
fund proposals and encourages the administration, if it is indeed as
concerned with the funding needs of the Corps in these two areas,
‘(cé) increase the budget request for direct appropriations for the

orps.

BASIS OF COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

In development of the fiscal year 2004 funding recommendation
for the Corps of Engineers, the Committee is not able to include
any new construction starts, and has recommended only a limited
number of new study starts in an effort to restore balance to the
water resource program of the Corps, and to address high priority
requests made to the Committee. The limited resources available
have been focused on on-going projects where the Corps has con-
tractual commitments. While the Committee has not been able to
fund all projects at the optimum level, it has endeavored to provide
sufficient funding on each project to mitigate delays and increased
costs, to the greatest extent possible, across the entire Corps’ Civil
Works program. One issue of great concern to the Committee is
that the fiscal year 2004 budget request only funded 18 of the
projects in the preconstruction, engineering, and design phase. The
Committee believes that this was done by the administration as a
means to constrict the future pressure on construction. However,
the administration did not responsibly take into account the fact
that for fiscal year 2003, the Congress included funding for 84 of
these projects, the majority of which have Design Agreements
signed, which are legally binding contracts. As a result of the ad-
ministration not funding these projects, the Committee used its
constrained resources to avoid the Government breeching these
contracts.

GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS

$134,141,000
100,000,000
131,700,000

This appropriation funds studies to determine the need, engi-
neering feasibility, economic justification, and the environmental
and social suitability of solutions to water and related land re-
source problems; and for preconstruction engineering and design

Appropriations, 2003
Budget estimate, 2004
Committee recommendation
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work, data collection, and interagency coordination and research

activities.

The budget request and the recommended Committee allowance

are shown on the following table:

CORPS OF ENGINEERS—GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS

[In thousands of dollars]

Budget estimate

Committee recommendation

Projct e l""ﬁg}]’fa' Planning lm’g;yfa' Planning
ALABAMA
BREWTON AND EAST BREWTON, AL 300
CAHABA RIVER WATERSHED, AL 50
VILLAGE CREEK, JEFFERSON COUNTY (BIRMINGHAM WATERSHED) ..... 200
ALASKA
ADAK, AK
AKUTAN HARBOR, AK 100
ANCHORAGE HARBOR DEEPENING, AK 50
BARROW COASTAL STORM DAMAGE REDUCTION, AK .......ccccovvvverirnncn. 200
COFFMAN COVE, AK
CRAIG HARBOR, AK 50
DELONG MOUNTAIN HARBOR, AK 200
EKLUTNA RIVER WATERSHED, AK 100
HAINES HARBOR, AK 100
HOMER HARBOR, AK
KAKTOVIK BEACH EROSION STUDY, AK
KETCHIKAN HARBOR, AK 50
KLAWOCK HARBOR, AK
KNIK BRIDGE CROSSING, AK
KOTZEBUE SMALL BOAT HARBOR, AK 50
LITTLE DIOMEDE HARBOR, AK 50
MATANUSKA, AK
MCGRATH BANK STABILIZATION, AK
MEKORYUK HARBOR, AK 50
PORT LIONS HARBOR, AK 100
REGIONAL PORT STUDY, AK
SAINT GEORGE NAVIGATION IMPROVEMETS, AK ......ovverrverirrerirerirens 50
SKAGWAY, AK
UNALAKLEET HARBOR, AK 50
UNALASKA HARBOR, AK 150
VALDEZ HARBOR EXPANSION, AK 50
WHITTIER BREAKWATER, AK 50
AMERICAN SOMOA
TUTUILA HARBOR, AS A6 | e A6 | i
ARIZONA
AGUA FRIA RIVER, AZ 150 150
CANADA DEL ORO WASH, AZ 100 100
NAVAJO NATION, AZ, NM AND UT 130 130
PIMA COUNTY, AZ 300 300
RILLITO RIVER, PIMA COUNTY, AZ 300 300
RIO SALADO OESTE, SALT RIVER, AZ 250 250
SANTA CRUZ RIVER, GRANT RD TO FT LOWELL RD, AZ 100 100
SANTA CRUZ RIVER, PASEQ DE LAS IGLESIAS, AZ ... 152 152
VA SHLY-AY AKIMEL SALT RIVER RESTORATION PROJ 370 370
ARKANSAS
ARKANSAS RIVER LEVEES, AR
ARKANSAS RIVER NAVIGATION STUDY, AR AND 0K .....c.covveerrerriiniinnae LO70 | oo 1,270
HOT SPRINGS CREEK, AR 32

MAY BRANCH, FORT SMITH, AR
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CORPS OF ENGINEERS—GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS—Continued

[In thousands of dollars]

Budget estimate

Committee recommendation

Project title

Invteig}]iéga- Planning In\/ﬁg}]isga- Planning
NORTH LITTLE ROCK, DARK HOLLOW, AR 200
PINE MOUNTAIN DAM, AR 300
RED RIVER NAVIGATION, SWAR, AR AND LA 150
WHITE RIVER BASIN COMPREHENSIVE, AR AND MO ......cccoovvvrmrrrnrinnne 300 | cs 500 | v
WHITE RIVER MINIMUM FLOWS, AR 100
WHITE RIVER NAVIGATION, AR 100
CALIFORNIA

AMERICAN RIVER WATERSHED (FOLSOM DAM MINI-RAISE), CA ..cvvovvs | v 4,000
ALISO CREEK MAINSTEM, CA 150 150
ARANA GULCH WATERSHED, CA 100 100
ARROYO SECO WATERSHED RESTORATION, CA ..... 150 150
BALLONA CREEK ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION, CA ...... 150 150
BOLINAS LAGOON, CA 200
CITY OF SANTA CLARITA, CA 141 ] e, 141
COAST OF CALIFORNIA, (STORM AND TIDAL), CA 700
COYOTE DAM, CA 100 | oo 100
DESERT HOT SPRINGS, CA 200
GRAYSON AND MURDERER’S CREEKS, CA ..o 400 | e 400
HUMBOLDT BAY LONG TERM SHOAL MANAGEMENT, CA 100
CITY OF INGLEWOOD, CA 300
LA RIVER WATERCOURSE, HEADWORKS AREA, CA 250 250
LA RIVER WATERCOURSE, SAN JOSE CREEK, CA 100 100
LAGUNA DE SANTA ROSA, CA 150 150
LAKE ELSINORE ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION, CA ....coovvvrrierirens 50 50
LLAGAS CREEK, CA
LOWER CACHE CREEK, YOLO COUNTY, CA
LOWER MISSION CREEK, CA
LOS ANGELES COUNTY, CA 150 150
MALIBU CREEK WATERSHED, CA 270 270
MARINA DEL REY AND BALLONA CREEK, CA 150 150
MATILIJA DAM, CA 300 731
MIDDLE CREEK, CA
MORRO BAY ESTUARY, CA 250 250
MUGU LAGOON, CA 150 150
N CA STREAMS, LOWER SACRAMENTO RVR RIPARIAN REVEGETATI ... 200 200
NAPA RIVER, SALT MARSH RESTORATION, CA ... 200 200
NAPA VALLEY WATERSHED MANAGEMENT, CA .. 150 150
NEWPORT BAY/SAN DIEGO CREEK WATERSHED, CA . 186 186
OCEAN BEACH, CA 100 100
ORANGE COUNTY SHORELINE, LOWER SANTA ANA RIVER WATERSH ... 100 100
ORANGE COUNTY, SANTA ANA RIVER BASIN, CA ...covvvverrecreieceenns 150 150
PAJARO RIVER AT WATSONVILLE, CA
PAJARO RIVER BASIN STUDY, CA 100 100
PINE FLAT DAM, FISH AND WILDLIFE HABITAT, CA
POSO CREEK, CA 300 300
PRADO BASIN ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION, CA ... 100 100
RUSSIAN RIVER ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION, CA 150 150
SACRAMENTO—SAN JOAQUIN DELTA, CA . 1,100 1,100
SACRAMENTO AND SAN JOAQUIN COMPREHENSIVE BASIN STUDY, ..... 1,020 | oo | s
SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY, CA 100 100
SAN CLEMENTE SHORELINE, CA 100 215
SAN DIEGO SHORELINE, CA
SAN FRANCISCO BAY, CA 420 420
SAN FRANCISQUITO CREEK, CA 100 100
SAN JACINTO RIVER, CA 100 100
SAN JOAQUIN RB, W STANISLAUS, DEL PUERTO AND SALADO CREE ... 50 50
SAN JOAQUIN RB, WEST STANISLAUS COUNTY, ORESTIMBA CREE ...... 300 | ces 300 | cs
SAN JOAQUIN RIVER BASIN, CONSUMNES AND MOKELUMNE

RIVERS, 200 | s 200 | s
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CORPS OF ENGINEERS—GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS—Continued

[In thousands of dollars]

Project title

Budget estimate

Committee recommendation

Invteigaléga- Planning In\/ﬁgalsga- Planning

SAN JOAQUIN RIVER BASIN, FRAZIER CREEK, CA 100 100
SAN JOAQUIN RIVER BASIN, TUOLUMNE RIVER, CA 350 350
SAN JUAN CREEK, SOUTH ORANGE COUNTY, CA 100 100
SAN PABLO BAY WATERSHED, CA 200 200
SANTA ANA RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES, BIG BEAR LAKE, CA 200 200
SANTA CLARA RIVER, CITY OF SANTA CLARITA, CA 150 150
SANTA ROSA CREEK WATERSHED, CA 120 120
SOLANA-ENCINITAS SHORELINE FEASIBILITY STUDY, CA 400
SONOMA CREEK AND TRIBUTARIES, CA 150 150
STRONG AND CHICKEN RANCH SLOUGHS, CA ......cccovveerrmirirerireceneeens 50 50
SUTTER COUNTY, CA 200 200
TAHOE BASIN, CA AND NV 1,000 1,000
TIJUANA RIVER VALLEY, CA 100 100
UPPER GUADALUPE RIVER,CA

UPPER PENITENCIA CREEK, CA 460 460
UPPER SANTA ANA RIVER WATERSHED, CA 150 150
VENTURA AND SANTA BARBARA COUNTY SHORELINE, CA 100 100
VENTURA HARBOR SAND BYPASS, CA 121 | s 121
WESTMINSTER, COYOTE AND CARBON CANYON CREEK WATER-

SHEDS 150 150
WESTMINSTER, EAST GARDEN GROVE, CA ....cooovierierireieceeeienis 100 100
WHITE RIVER AND DEER CREEK, CA 100 100
WHITEWATER RIVER BASIN, CA
WILDCAT AND SAN PABLO CREEKS, CA 100 | v, 100 | s

COLORADO
CHATFIELD, CHERRY CREEK AND BEAR CREEK RESERVOIRS, CO ....... 260 260
FOUNTAIN CREEK AND TRIBUTARIES, CO ....oooovverircrierirns . 350 . 350
ZUNI AND SUN VALLEY REACHES, SOUTH PLATTE RIVER, CO ...ccccoovee | v 186 | cvvreerins 186
COMMONWEALTH OF NORTHERN MARIANA ISLANDS
ROTA HARBOR MODIFICATIONS, CNMI 102 102
TINIAN HARBOR MODIFICATIONS, CNMI 102 102
DELAWARE
DELAWARE COAST, CAPE HENLOPEN TO FENWICK ISLAND, DE .....cccc. | woovevrrireninnns 214 |
CHRISTINA RIVER WATERSHED STUDY, DE 100
FLORIDA
HILLSBOROUGH RIVER, FL 340 340
LAKE WORTH INLET, PALM BEACH COUNTY, FL ...coovvieiveiireiirerirens 370 370
LIDO BAY, SARASOTA COUNTY, FL
LITTLE TALBOT ISLAND, FL
PORT EVERGLADES HARBOR, FL
ST. JOHNS COUNTY. FL 100
ST. PETERSBURG HARBOR, FL
WALTON COUNTY BEACH AND ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORE, FL ..ccoooves | o 300
WITHLACOOCHEE RIVER, FL 340 340
GEORGIA
ALLATOONA LAKE, GA 150 150
ARABIA MOUNTAIN, GA 150 150
AUGUSTA, GA 300 300
INDIAN, SUGAR, ENTRENCHMENT AND FEDERAL PRISON CREEKS, ...... 175 175
LONG ISLAND, MARSH AND JOHNS CREEKS, GA .....ccccovvrvmrvrreriecireeens 150 150
SAVANNAH HARBOR EXPANSION,GA
SAVANNAH HARBOR ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION, GA ..o 150 | i 150
SAVANNAH HARBOR SEDIMENT CONTROL WORKS, GA AND SC ........... 100 100
SAVANNAH RIVER BASIN COMPREHENSIVE, GA AND SC . 200 200
UTOY, SANDY AND PROCTOR CREEKS, GA 100 100
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CORPS OF ENGINEERS—GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS—Continued

[In thousands of dollars]

Project title

Budget estimate

Committee recommendation

Invteig}]iéga- Planning In\/ﬁg}]isga- Planning
HAWAII
ALA WAI CANAL, OAHU, HI 100 100
BARBERS POINT HARBOR MODIFICATION, OAHU, HI ...ccooereiiiens 100 100
KAHUKU, HI 100 100
KAWAIHAE DEEP DRAFT HARBOR MODIFICATIONS, HAWAIL, HI ............ 100 150
KIHEI AREA EROSION, HI 100 100
NAWILIWILI HARBOR MODIFICATION, KAUAL HI ....ooovceirns 100 100
WAIKIKI EROSION CONTROL, HI
WAILUPE STREAM FLOOD CONTROL STUDY, HI
GUAM
HAGATNA RIVER, GUAM 100 | ceis
IDAHO
BOISE RIVER, BOISE, ID 110 110 | s
LITTLE WOOD RIVER, GOODING, ID 100 100 100
ILLINOIS
ALEXANDER AND PULASKI COUNTIES, IL .ot 103
DES PLAINES RIVER, IL (PHASE 1) 278
ILLINOIS RIVER BASIN RESTORATION, IL 504
ILLINOIS RIVER ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION, IL .. 148
PEORIA RIVERFRONT DEVELOPMENT, IL
ROCK RIVER, IL AND WI 48
UPPER MISS AND ILLINOIS NAV STUDY, IL, IA, MN, MO AND WI ......... 3,216
UPPER MISS RVR COMPREHENSIVE PLAN, IL, IA, MO, MN AND WI ... 494
WAUKEGAN HARBOR, IL
WOOD RIVER LEVEE, IL
INDIANA
INDIANA HARBOR, IN 150
JOHN T. MYERS LOCK AND DAM, IN AND KY
IOWA
DAVENPORT, 1A
DES MOINES AND RACCOON RIVERS, IA ..o 565
FORT DODGE, IA 23
LOWER DES MOINES RIVER, IA AND MO .....oovverrereerrrereceeseeecreneenns 50
KANSAS
BRUSH CREEK BASIN STUDY, KS AND MO
TOPEKA, KS 125
TURKEY CREEK BASIN, KS AND MO
UPPER TURKEY CREEK, KS 229
WALNUT AND WHITEWATER RIVER WATERSHEDS, KS ......cccoovviriirir 160
KENTUCKY
GREENUP LOCKS AND DAM, OHIO RIVER, KY AND OH
METROPOLITAN LOUISVILLE, JEFFERSON COUNTY, KY ... 200
METROPOLITAN LOUISVILLE, MILL CREEK BASIN, KY 176
METROPOLITAN LOUISVILLE, SOUTHWEST, KY .......... 225
OHIO RIVER MAIN STEM SYSTEMS STUDY, KY, IL, IN, PA, WV ............ 1,350
DEWEY LAKE WATER REALLOCATION, KY
LOUISIANA
AMITE RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION, LA ......... 50
AMITE RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES, BAYOU MANCHAC, LA .....ccccovvvirennne 100
ATCHAFALAYA RIVER AND BAYOUS CHENE, BOEUF AND BLACK, L ..... 150

BAYOU SORREL LOCK, LA
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CORPS OF ENGINEERS—GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS—Continued

[In thousands of dollars]

Budget estimate

Committee recommendation

Project title

Invteig}]iéga- Planning In\/ﬁg}]isga- Planning
BOSSIER PARISH LEVEE AND FLOOD CONTROL, LA 100
CALCASIEU LOCK, LA 100 100
CALCASIEU RIVER BASIN, LA 50 50
CALCASIEU RIVER PASS SHIP CHANNEL ENLARGEMENT, LA 200
GIWW ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION, LA 100 100
HURRICANE PROTECTION, LA 100 100
JEFFORSON PARISH, LA
LAFAYETTE PARISH, LA 645 | s
LOUISIANA COASTAL AREA ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION, LA ......ccccoonvee. 848 | 1,900
ORLEANS PARISH, LA
PLAQUEMINES PARISH URBAN FLOOD CONTROL, LA ....ovirveoereereeenne 100 100
PORT OF IBERIA, LA 150 1,150
ST. BERNARD PARISH URBAN FLOOD CONTROL, LA . 100 100
ST. CHARLES PARISH URBAN FLOOD CONTROL, LA 100 100
ST. JOHN THE BAPTIST PARISH, LA 100 300
WEST BATON ROUGE PARISH, LA
WEST SHORE-LAKE PONTCHARTAIN, LA
MAINE

SEARSPORT HARBOR, ME 100 | v

MARYLAND
ANACOSTIA RIVER, PG COUNTY LEVEE, MD AND DC .....ccooovvrverrrrirnane 194
BALTIMORE METRO, GWYNN FALLS, MD
CHESAPEAKE BAY SHORELINE EROSION, MD, VA AND DE 200
EASTERN SHORE, MID CHESAPEAKE BAY ISLAND, MD 351
LOWER POTOMAC ESTUARY WATERSHED, ST MARY’S, MD ................. 200
MIDDLE POTOMAC RIVER BASIN, MD 100

MASSACHUSETTS

BLACKSTONE RIVER WATERSHED RESTORATION, MA AND RI 50
BOSTON HARBOR (45-FOOT CHANNEL), MA .......ccevvrrrinnc 500
COASTAL MASSACHUSETTS ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION, MA .. 170
SOMERSET AND SEARSBURG DAMS, MA AND VT

MICHIGAN
GREAT LAKES NAV SYST STUDY, MI, IL, IN, MN, NY, OH, PA ............. 740
DETRIOT RIVER MASTERPLAN, MI
DETRIOT RIVER SEAWALLS, MI
LANSING, MI
ROUGE RIVER ENVIRONMENTAL DREDGING, MI
ROUGE RIVER SUPP PLAN, Mi

MINNESOTA
MINNEHAHA CREEK WATERSHED, UMR LAKE ITASCA TO L&D 2, M ... 250
RED RIVER OF THE NORTH BASIN, MN, ND, SD AND MANITOBA, C ... 1,200
SOUTH WASHINGTON CTY WATERSHED, UMR LAKE ITASCA TO L&D ... 250

MISSISSIPPI
GULFPORT AND HARRISON COUNTY WATERSHED STUDY, MS ... 100
HANCOCK COUNTY SEAWALL RESTORATION, MS 150
PEARL RIVER WATERSHED, MS 400

MISSOURI
CHESTERFIELD, MO
JORDAN CREEK, MO
KANSAS CITYS, MO AND KS 316
MISSOURI RIVER LEVEE SYSTEM, UNITS L455 AND R460-471, MO ... 150
RIVER DES PERES,M0
SPRINGFIELD, MO 230
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CORPS OF ENGINEERS—GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS—Continued

[In thousands of dollars]

Project title

Budget estimate

Committee recommendation

Invteigaléga- Planning In\/ﬁgalsga- Planning

ST. LOUIS FLOOD PROTECTION, MO
ST. LOUIS HARBOR, MO
SWOPE PARK INDUSTRIAL AREA, KANSAS CITY, MO
ST. LOUIS MISSISSIPPI RIVERFRONT, MO AND IL ..o 151 151
WEARS CREEK, JEFFERSON CITY, MO 100 100

MONTANA
YELLOWSTONE RIVER CORRIDOR, MT 209 209

NEBRASKA
LOWER PLATTE RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES, NE ......ccccomvrverrrrerrrrrirnreenns 191 | e 191 | e
SAND CREEK WATERSHED, WAHOO, NE 546 | e 546
WESTERN SARPY AND CLEAR CREEK, NE 318 | s 318

NEVADA
LAS VEGAS WASH, NORTH LAS VEGAS, NV ... 50 50
LOWER LAS VEGAS WASH WETLANDS, NV . 50 50
TRUCKEE MEADOWS, NV
WALKER RIVER BASIN, NV 100 | v, 100 | s
NEW HAMPSHIRE

CONNECTICUT RIVER ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION, NH AND VT ............ 115 115
MERRIMACK RIVER BASIN, NH 400 400
PORTSMOUTH HARBOR AND PISCATAQUA TURNING BASIN, NH ....ccccee | v 100

NEW JERSEY
BARNEGAT BAY ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION, NJ
DELAWARE RIVER BASIN COMPREHENSIVE, NJ, NY, DE AND PA ......... 50 50
GOFFLE BROOK, BOROUGH OF HAWTHORNE, NJ .....coovoervriciirerirens 25 100
GREAT EGG INLET TO TOWNSEND INLET, NJ .ovoivveeveeiimniveiveriseicns | v | 939 | e
HUDSON—RARITAN ESTUARY, HACKENSACK MEADOWLANDS, NJ ....... 100 100
HUDSON—RARITAN ESTUARY, LOWER PASSAIC RIVER, NJ ................. 25 25
MANASQUAN INLET TO BARNEGAT INLE, NJ
MID-DELAWARE BASIN COMPREHENSIVE STUDY, NJ 100
NJIWW ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION, NJ
NEW JERSEY SHORE PROTECTION, HEREFORD TO CAPE MAY INLE ..... 100 100
NEW JERSEY SHORELINE ALTERNATIVE LONG-TERM NOURISHMENT ... 100 100
LOWER PASSAIC RIVER NJ ENVIRO REST, NJ wooooveerreereceeeeceeeceenns 25 100
PASSAIC RIVER, HARRISON, NJ
PECKMAN RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES, NJ 200 200
RAHWAY RIVER BASIN, NJ 150 150
RARITAN BAY AND SANDY HOOK BAY, HIGHLANDS, NJ . 200 200
RARITAN BAY AND SANDY HOOK BAY, KEYPORT, NJ . 200 200
RARITAN BAY AND SANDY HOOK BAY, LEONARDO, NJ .. 150 150
RARITAN BAY AND SANDY HOOK, PORT MONMOUTH, NJ
RARITAN BAY AND SANDY HOOK UNION BEACH, NJ
SHREWSBURY RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES, NJ ... 150 | s 150
SOUTH RIVER, RARITAN RIVER BASIN, NJ
STONY BROOK, MILLSTONE RIVER BASIN, NJ ... 200 200
UPPER PASSAIC RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES, NJ
UPPER ROCKAWAY RIVER, NJ 441 441
WOODBRIDGE RIVER BASIN, NJ 150 200

NEW MEXICO
EAST MESA, LAS CRUCES, NM 130 | ceis
ESPANOLA VALLEY, RIO GRANDE AND TRIBUTARIES, NM .................... 50 510 20
MIDDLE RIO GRANDE BOSQUE, NM 225 300 | crreeeens
RIO GRANDE BASIN, NM, CO AND TX 125 125
SANTA FE, NM 225 300

SW VALLEY FLOOD DAMAGE REDUCTIONS STUDY, NM
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CORPS OF ENGINEERS—GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS—Continued

[In thousands of dollars]

Budget estimate

Committee recommendation

Project title

l""ﬁ;yfa’ Planning Invgzyga— Planning

NEW YORK
BRONX RIVER BASIN, NY 50 50
BUFFALO RIVER ENVIRONMENTAL DREDGING, NY ....ccovvrvvrvrerercirnens 52 52
FLUSHING BAY CREEK, NY
FREEPORT CREEK, VILLAGE OF FREEPORT, NY 25 25
HUDSON—RARITAN ESTUARY, GOWANUS CANAL, NY AND NJ 255 255
HUDSON—RARITAN ESTUARY, NY AND NJ ... 685 785
HUDSON RIVER HABITAT RESTORATION, NY .. 25
JAMAICA BAY, MARINE PARK AND PLUMB BEACH, NY .. 147
LAKE MONTAUK HARBOR, NY 85
NEW YORK HARBOR ANCHORAGE AREAS, NY
NORTH SHORE OF LONG ISLAND, ASHAROKEN, NY ... 134
NORTH SHORE OF LONG ISLAND, BAYVILLE, NY 170
ONONDAGA LAKE, NY 307
SAW MILL RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES, NY ... 50
SOUTH SHORE OF STATEN ISLAND, NY 250
UPPER DELAWARE RIVER WATERSHED, NY ....ooveiieirrierieceirerieeenenens 50
UPPER SUSQUEHANNA RIVER BASIN ENVIRON RESTORATION, NY ....... 200

NORTH CAROLINA
BOGUE BANKS, NC 400
CURRITUCK SOUND, NC 150
DARE COUNTY BEACHES, HATTERAS AND OCRACOKE ISLANDS, NC ... 150
MANTEQ (SHALLOWBAG) BAY, NC
NEUSE RIVER BASIN, NC 100
SURF CITY AND NORTH TOPSAIL BEACH, NC ......cccovvrerrirnrirrerierireens 200
TAR RIVER BASIN, NC 100
OHIO

ASHTABULA RIVER ENVIRONMENTAL DREDGING, OH
COLUMBUS METROPOLITAN AREA, OH 365
DUCK CREEK WATERSHED, OH
HOCKING RIVER BASIN ENV RESTORATION, MONDAY CREEK, OH ....... 40
MAHONING RIVER ENVIRONMENTAL DREDGING, OH AND PA .............. 450
MUSKINGUM BASIN SYSTEM STUDY, OH 357
WESTERN LAKE ERIE BASIN, OH, IN AND MI . 130
WHEELING CREEK, OH

OKLAHOMA
MIAMI AND VICINITY, 0K 231
GRAND LAKE COMPREHENSIVE STUDY, OK
MOUNTAIN FORK RIVER WATERSHED STUDY, 0K
OOLOGAH LAKE WATERSHED, OK AND KS ......coooiiireieiieeirerienireens 259
SOUTHEAST OKLAHOMA WATER RESOURCE STUDY, 0K ....ccccovverernncn. 50
SPAVINAW CREEK, 0K
WASHITA RIVER BASIN, 0K
WISTER LAKE WATERSHED, 0K

OREGON
AMAZON CREEK, OR 250 250
EUGENE-SPRINGFIELD WATERWAYS AND FERN RIDGE DAM, OR ..ccccc. | v 200
LOWER COLUMBIA RIVER ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION, OR AND WA ..... 250 250
TILLAMOOK BAY AND ESTUARY ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION, OR .......... 43 43
WALLA WALLA RIVER WATERSHED, OR AND WA ......oveereerreererees 439 500
WILLAMETTE RIVER BASIN REVIEW, OR 9 94
WILLAMETTE RIVER ENVIRONMENTAL DREDGING, OR ... 313 313
WILLAMETTE RIVER FLOODPLAIN RESTORATION, OR . 210 210

PENNSYLVANIA

CHRISTINA RIVER WATERSHED, PA, DE AND MD ..o 50 1 e 50 1 e
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CORPS OF ENGINEERS—GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS—Continued

[In thousands of dollars]

Budget estimate Committee recommendation
Project title : )
: Invteigaléga- Planning In\/ﬁgalsga- Planning
EMS, DASH AND MONT & DAMS UPPER OH RIVER NAV, PA 800
SCHUYKILL ESTUARINE RIVER BASIN, PA 250
SCHUYLKILL RIVER, WISSAHICKON, PA 50 | s 50
UPPER SUSQUEHANNA RIVER BASIN, PA (PHASE 1) w..ovvvevirriierirns 180 | v 180 | v
RHODE ISLAND
RHODE ISLAND ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION, Rl ....cocomeriveeircririiineens 20 [ s 20 [ s
SOUTH CAROLINA
ATLANTIC INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY, SC ....eeoreeerereereeeerseessseneennns 430 430
BROAD RIVER BASIN, SC 100 100
EDISTO ISLAND, SC 100
PAWLEYS ISLAND, SC
REEDY RIVER, SC 170 170
SANTEE DELTA ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION, SC ....vvvvrvrrirrirens 75 75
WACCAMAW RIVER, SC 50 50
SOUTH DAKOTA
JAMES RIVER, SD AND ND 150 | s 500 | oo
WATERTOWN AND VICINITY, SD 473
TENNESSEE
DAVIDSON COUNTY, TN 23 | 300 | e
TEXAS
BUFFALO BAYOU AND TRIBUTARIES (MAINSTEM), TX 500
BUFFALO BAYOU AND TRIBUTARIES, WHITE OAK BAYOU, TX .............. 100 | oo 100
CEDAR BAYOU, TX
COLONIAS-LWR RIO ALONG TX AND MEXICO BORDER, TX
CORPUS CHRISTI SHIP CHANNEL, TX
FREEPORT HARBOR, TX 250 250
FREEPORT HURRICANE PROTECTION LEVEE, TX ..o 200 200
GIWW MODIFICATIONS, TX 350 350
GIWW, BRAZOS RIVER TO PORT 0’CONNOR, TX 361 361
GIWW, HIGH ISLAND TO BRAZOS RIVER REALIGNMENTS, TX . 200 200
GIWW, HIGH ISLAND TO BRAZOS RIVER, TX
GIWW, MATAGORDA BAY, TX
GIWW, PORT O’CONNOR TO CORPUS CHRISTI BAY, TX ...ovevivveereceenne 400 | s 200 | e
GREENS BAYOU, HOUSTON, TX ...cccvveerrreeeircneresiscnnesisnsnenesisssnenne. | wvvvvsennninens | T | i
GUADALUPE AND SAN ANTONIO RIVER BASINS, TX ... 150 150
LOWER COLORADO RIVER BASIN, TX 600 1,600
MIDDLE BRAZOS RIVER, TX 50 250
MATAGORDA SHIP CHANNEL (PORT LAVACA), TX 500
NORTHWEST EL PASO, TX 300 | cns 300
NUECES RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES, TX 100 | v, 100 | cis
RAYMONDVILLE DRAIN, TX 800
RESACAS AT BROWNSVILLE, TX 300 | cs 300 | v
RIVERSIDE OXBOW, UPPER TRINITY BASIN, FT WORTH, TX ...oooovivcrne | e 350 | s 350
SABINE—NECHES WATERWAY, TX 300 350
SABINE PASS TO GALVESTON BAY, TX 450 450
SOUTH MAIN CHANNEL, TX
SPARKS ARROYO COLONIA, EL PASO COUNTY, TX 235 235
SULPHUR RIVER ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION, TX ... 50 50
TEXAS CITY CHANNEL, TX
TRI-COUNTY FLOOD STUDY, SAN ANTONIO RIVER, TX ..o 100 100
UPPER TRINITY RIVER BASIN, TX 400 600
UTAH
PARK CITY WATER SUPPLY, UT 500
PROVO AND VICINITY, UT 100 1 o 100
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CORPS OF ENGINEERS—GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS—Continued

[In thousands of dollars]

Project title

Budget estimate

Committee recommendation

Invteigaléga- Planning In\/ﬁgalsga- Planning
VIRGINIA
AIWW, BRIDGES AT DEEP CREEK, VA 694 | s 1,184
ELIZABETH RIVER BASIN, ENV RESTORATION, VA (PHASE II) .............. 200 | s 200 | s
ELIZABETH RIVER, HAMPTON ROADS, VA 75 | s 75
FOURMILE RUN, VA 150 | s 150
JAMES RIVER CHANNEL, VA
JOHN H KERR DAM AND RESERVOIR, VA AND NC (SECTION 216) ...... 250 250
LYNNHAVEN RIVER BASIN, VA 300 300
NORFOLK HARBOR AND CHANNELS, CRANEY ISLAND, VA ......cccoovvvenn. 56 56
POWELL RIVER WATERSHED, VA 197 197
WASHINGTON
CENTRALIA, WA
CHEHALIS RIVER BASIN, WA 310 | e 310
DUWAMISH AND GREEN RIVER BASIN, WA
ELLIOT BAY SEAWALL, WA 500
LAKE WASHINGTON SHIP CANAL, WA 446 446
PUGET SOUND NEARSHORE MARINE HABITAT RESTORATION, WA ....... 350 350
SKAGIT RIVER, WA 350 500
STILLAGUAMISH RIVER BASIN, WA
WHITE RIVER FLOOD CONTROL AND ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION, W .... 250 | s 250 | v
WEST VIRGINIA
LITTLE KANAWHA RIVER, WV 65 65
NEW RIVER BASIN, WV, NC AND VA 130 130
WISCONSIN
BARABOO RIVER, WI 500 500
FOX RIVER, WI 100 100
MISCELLANEOUS

COASTAL FIELD DATA COLLECTION 2,500 | oo 2,500 | oo
ENVIRONMENTAL DATA STUDIES 100 100
EX POST FACTO NATIONAL STUDY 2,000 2,000
FLOOD DAMAGE DATA 300 300
FLOOD PLAIN MANAGEMENT SERVICES 7,500 7,500
HYDROLOGIC STUDIES 400 400
INDEPENDENT REVIEW NATIONAL STUDY ...ouivorereerereneeneeraenseeinens 3,000 3,000
INTERNATIONAL WATER STUDIES 400 400
NATIONAL SHORELINE 500 500
OTHER COORDINATION PROGRAMS 4,850 4,850
PLANNING ASSISTANCE TO STATES 6,000 6,340
PRECIPITATION STUDIES (NATIONAL WEATHER SERVICE) .........cccocon..... 300 300
REMOTE SENSING/GEOGRAPHIC INFORMATION SYSTEM SUPPORT ....... 200 200
RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT 22,000 22,500
SCIENTIFIC AND TECHNICAL INFORMATION CENTERS 100 100
STREAM GAGING (U.S. GEOLOGICAL SURVEY) 500 500
TRANSPORTATION SYSTEMS 500 500
TRI-SERVICE CADD/GIS TECHNOLOGY CENTER 450 450
REDUCTION FOR ANTICIPATED SAVINGS AND SLIPPAGE —20,400 —140,428

TOTAL, GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS ...ceooeeereeerreeerseeessereenns 89,989 10,011 99,181 32,519

Akutan Harbor, AK.—The Committee recommendation includes

an additional $200,000 for planning, engineering, and design.

Barrow Coastal Storm Damage Reduction, AK.—The Committee
recommendation provides optimum funding to continue the critical
Barrow Storm Damage Reduction project in Alaska.
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Haines Harbor, AK.—The Committee recommendation includes
an additional $200,000 for planning, engineering, and design.

Port Lions Harbor, AK—The Committee recommendation in-
cludes necessary funding for preconstruction, engineering, and de-
sign work for the Port Lions Harbor, Alaska project.

Arkansas River Navigation Study, AR & OK.—The Committee
has provided funding for the completion of the Phase I Report and
for the continuation of Phase II of the feasibility study. In addition,
the funds provided advance the completion of this needed study.

May Branch, Ft. Smith, AR.—The Committee has provided fund-
ing for the preconstruction, engineering, and design phase of the
project.

North Little Rock, Dark Hollow, AR.—The Committee has in-
cluded follow-on funding of this ongoing study for the
preconstruction, engineering, and design phase.

Pine Mountain Dam, AR.—The Committee recommendation in-
cludes funding for the continuation of the General Reevaluation Re-
port, the Environmental Impact Statement, and plans and speci-
fications for the Pine Mountain Dam, AR project.

American River Watershed, CA.—The Committee has provided
$4,000,000 for continuing analyses on the American River Water-
shed Long-Term Study. The Congress has methodically authorized
and funded improvements in the Sacramento region to reduce
flooding and these efforts should continue without further delay.
The Committee believes it is time to provide Sacramento with
much needed and deserved flood protection. Further the Committee
believes that it is inexcusable to allow tens of thousands of citizens
in the Sacramento, California region to remain in jeopardy from
catastrophic flooding while narrow interest groups continue to de-
bate competing flood control proposals. The Committee strongly
urges these competing groups to resolve their differences before an-
other flood event strikes the area, potentially resulting in cata-
strophic losses.

Bolinas Lagoon, CA.—The Committee has included funding for
the Corps to complete the reformulated feasibility phase of the
project.

Coast of California Storm and Tidal, CA.—The Committee has
included funding for field data collection, beach transect, wage gage
deployment and analysis of coastal processes.

Humboldt Bay Long Term Shoal Management, CA.—The Com-
mittee has included a $100,000 for the initiation of a reconnais-
sance study to evaluate long-term solutions to shoaling in this Fed-
eral channel.

City of Inglewood, CA.—The Committee recommendation in-
cludes $300,000 for the Corps to continue to provide the City of
Inglewood technical assistance.

Solana-Encinitas Shore Projection, CA.—The Committee rec-
ommendation includes $400,000 for this study which was not in-
cluded in the President’s budget request.

Tahoe Basin, CA & NV.—The Committee has included additional
funds to initiate the preconstruction, engineering, and design phase
of the project.
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Zuni and Sun Valley Reaches, South Platte River, CO.—The
Committee has fully funded the administration’s request for this
project.

St. Johns County Shore Protection, FL.—The Committee has pro-
vided $100,000 for the continuing study of this project.

Walton County Shore Protection, FL.—The Committee rec-
ommendation includes $300,000 for the continued study of the Wal-
ton County Shore Protection project.

Savannah Harbor Deepening, GA.—The Committee has provided
$615,000 for the preconstruction, engineering, and design phase of
this project.

Waikiki Shore Projection, HI.—The Committee has provided
$250,000 in the preconstruction, engineering, and design phase of
this project.

Wailupe Stream Flood Control Study, HI.—The Committee rec-
ommendation includes $300,000 for the planning, engineering, and
design phase of the Wailupe study.

Des Plaines River, IL (Phase II).—The Committee has included
$500,000 to advance the hydraulic and economic damage modeling,
development of environmental modeling, and formulation of alter-
native solutions.

Illinois River Ecosystem Restoration, IL.—The Committee rec-
ommendation includes $200,000 for the preparation and review of
the draft Comprehensive Plan.

Upper Mississippi and Illinois Navigation Study, IL, IA, MN,
MO, & WI.—The Committee has provided an additional $1,000,000
above the administration’s request for this critical study.

Upper Mississippi River Comprehensive Plan, IL, IA, MO, MN, &
WI.—The Committee has included $2,600,000 for this study, for de-
velopment of an integrated strategy and plan for systematic flood
protection and flood damage reduction in the Upper Mississippi
River Watershed.

John T. Myers Locks Improvements, IN.—The Committee has in-
cluded $2,000,000 to continue the preconstruction, engineering, and
design phase of this necessary lock replacement.

Davenport, IA.—The Committee has included the administra-
tion’s request for the Davenport, Iowa flood control study. The
Committee is pleased that the City of Davenport has decided to
embrace a flood damage reduction project, particularly after three
significant flood events in the last 10 years.

Fort Dodge, IA.—The Committee recommendation includes
$217,000 for the Fort Dodge study.

Brush Creek Basin Study, KS & MO.—The Committee has pro-
vided $100,000 to initiate a reconnaissance study to examine the
full range of structural and nonstructural measures to reduce re-
curring flooding in the basin.

Turkey Creek Basin, KS & MO.—The Committee has provided
$205,000, the administration’s request, for this project.

Greenup Locks and Dam, Ohio River, KY & OH.—The Com-
mittee has provided $2,895,000, the administration’s full request
for this project.

Atchafalaya River and Bayous Chene, Boeuf and Black, LA.—The
Committee recommendation includes an additional $1,000,000 to
advance this study.
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Louisiana Coastal Area Ecosystem Restoration, LA.—The Com-
mittee has included $1,900,000 for this study which allows for the
initiation of project implementation reports. The Committee re-
mains very concerned about the progress of this study and that the
Corps may not be maintaining the rigor required for such a study,
as 1s its tradition. Therefore, the Committee directs the Corps to
provide a report no later than 60 days after the enactment of this
Act, on the study’s progress and how it plans to refocus this critical
effort.

Port of Iberia, LA.—The Committee recommendation includes an
additional $1,000,000 for this project.

West Shore, Lake Pontchartrain, LA.—The Committee has in-
cluded $400,000 for the preconstruction, engineering, and design
phase of this project, an on-going study which the administration
did not include in its budget request.

Baltimore Metro, Gwynn Falls, MD.—The Committee has in-
cluded $500,000 for preconstruction, engineering, and design work
related to this project.

Chesapeake Bay Shoreline Erosion, MD, VA & DE.—The Com-
mittee recommendation includes $500,000 for this study, which is
$300,000 above the budget request.

Eastern Shore, Mid-Chesapeake Bay Island, MD.—The Com-
mittee has included an additional $149,000 for this study.

Great Lakes Navigation System Study, MI, IL, IN, MN, NY, OH,
PA & WI.—The Committee recommendation includes $1,000,000 to
continue the work on the supplement to the reconnaissance report
for determination of the Federal interest.

Detroit River Masterplan, MI.—The Committee recommendation
includes $100,000 to initiate feasibility.

Detroit River Seawalls, MI.—The Committee has included
$200,000 for the preconstruction, engineering, and design phase of
this project.

Pearl River Watershed, MS.—The Committee has included
$660,000 for the continuation of the feasibility study. The Com-
mittee expects the Corps of Engineers to investigate all potentially
feasible alternatives, including plans similar to the plan currently
referred to as LeFleur Lakes Flood Control Project.

Kansas Citys, MO & KS.—The Committee has included $650,000
for the continuation of this feasibility study.

Missouri River Levee System, Units L455 & R460-471, MO &
KS.—The Committee recommendation includes $150,000 for con-
tinuation of the feasibility study.

Springfield, MO.—The Committee has included an additional
$100,000 for the Springfield feasibility study.

St. Louis Harbor, MO.—The Committee has included $100,000
for the preconstruction, engineering, and design phase of this ongo-
ing project which was not included in the budget request.

Swope Industrial Park, MO.—The Committee recommendation
includes $500,000 to complete the design phase of this project
which was not included in the budget request.

Missourt River Sedimentation, ND.—The Committee has pro-
vided $50,000 for this project. The Committee’s understands that
the Corps will use the funds provided along with previously appro-
priated funds to continue the required assessment study.
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Sand Creek Watershed, Wahoo, NE.—The Committee has in-
cluded $546,000 for the Sand Creek Watershed study, as requested
by the administration.

Western Sarpy and Clear Creek, NE.—The Committee has in-
cluded $318,000 for the Western Sarpy and Clear Creek project, as
requested by the administration.

Truckee Meadows, NV.—The Committee has included $2,115,000
for the preconstruction, engineering, and design phase of this
project which was not included in the budget request.

Portsmouth Harbor & Piscataqua River, Upper Turning Basin,
NH & ME.—The Committee has included $100,000 for the initi-
ation of a reconnaissance study to examine the viability of increas-
ing the size of the current turning basin.

Goffle Brook, Borough of Hawthorne, NJ.—The Committee has
included $75,000 above the budget request for this study.

Lower Passaic River, NJ—The Committee recommendation in-
cludes an additional $75,000 above the budget request for this
study.

Passaic River, New Jersey Environmental Restoration, NJ.—The
Committee understands that there exists some confusion regarding
this study and the Hudson Raritan Estuary-Lower Passaic River,
NJ study. The Passaic River, New Jersey Environmental Restora-
tion, in the past, has been referred to as the Lower Passaic, NJ
study and should be referred to by its name, Passaic River, New
Jersey Environmental Restoration. This study should not be con-
fused with the Hudson Raritan Estuary-Lower Passaic River, NdJ
study.

Upper Passaic River and Tributaries, NJ.—The Committee has
included $200,000 for the preconstruction, engineering, and design
phase of this project, which was not included in the budget request.

East Mesa, Las Cruces, NM.—The Committee recommendation
includes funds for the completion of the reconnaissance phase of
the study and the initiation of the feasibility phase.

Southwest Valley Flood Damage Reduction Study, NM.—The
Committee has provided $250,000 for the preconstruction, engi-
neering, and design phase of this project which was not included
in the budget request.

Dare County Beaches, Hatteras and Ocracoke Islands, NC.—The
Committee has included $200,000 for this study. Additional funds
are to be used for geotechnical and economic investigations related
to this project.

Ashtabula River Environmental Dredging, OH.—The Committee
has included $640,000 for the preconstruction, engineering, and de-
sign phase of this project.

Duck Creek Watershed, OH.—The Committee has included
$100,000 for the Duck Creek Watershed project which was not in-
cluded in the budget request.

Hocking River Basin Environmental Restoration, Monday Creek,
OH.—The Committee has included not only the $40,000 for the
completion of the feasibility phase of this study but also $200,000
for the initiation of the preconstruction, engineering, and design
phase of this project.

Mahoning River Environmental Dredging, OH & PA.—The Com-
mittee has included an additional $492,000 for the completion of
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the feasibility study and the initiation of preconstruction, engineer-
ing, and design phase.

Mountain Fork River Watershed, OK.—The Committee rec-
ommendation includes $100,000 for the continued feasibility study
for water storage options in the watershed that was not included
in the budget request.

Spavinaw Creek, OK.—The Committee has included $100,000 for
the continuation of this feasibility study which was not included in
the budget request.

Wister Lake Watershed, OK.—The Committee has included
$200,000 for the continuation of this feasibility study which was
not included in the budget request.

Tillamook Bay and Estuary Ecosystem Restoration, OR.—The
Committee has included funds for the completion of feasibility and
the initiation of the preconstruction, engineering, and design phase.

Walla Walla River Watershed, OR & WA.—The Committee has
included an additional $61,000 for this study.

Schuylkill River Estuarine Study, PA.—The Committee has in-
cluded $250,000 for the continuation of the feasibility study which
was not included in the budget request.

Upper Ohio River Navigation System Study, PA.—The Com-
mittee has included $800,000 for the continuation of this critical
study, which was not included in the budget request.

Edisto Island, SC.—The Committee has included $100,000 for
the initiation of a reconnaissance study to examine erosion prob-
lems of portions of Edisto Island.

Pawley’s Island, SC.—The Committee has included $125,000 for
the preconstruction, engineering, and design phase for this ongoing
project, which was not included in the budget request.

James River, SD & ND.—The Committee included $500,000 for
the continuation of the feasibility study for the James River
project.

Davidson County, TN.—The Committee has included $300,000
for the continuation of this feasibility study.

Lower Colorado River Basin, TX.—The Committee has included
an gdditional $1,000,000 for the initiation of two additional interim
studies.

Matagorda Ship Channel, TX—The Committee has funded
$500,000 of the preconstruction, engineering, and design portion of
the study, which was not included in the administration’s request.

Middle Brazos River, TX.—The Committee recommendation in-
cludes an additional $250,000 for the acceleration of the schedule
for the System Assessment Interim Feasibility Study.

Sabine-Neches Waterway, TX.—The Committee has included ad-
ditional funding to continue work on the Environmental Impact
Statement for the Sabine-Neches Waterway study.

Texas City Channel, TX.—The Committee recommendation in-
cludes $1,500,000 for the preconstruction, engineering, and design
phase of this study, which was not included in the budget request.

Upper Trinity River Basin, TX.—The Committee has included an
additional $200,000 for this regional flood control study.

Park City Water Supply Infrastructure, UT.—The Committee has
included $500,000 for the continuation of this feasibility study
which was not included in the budget request.
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Elliot Bay Seawall, WA.—The Committee has included $500,000
for the Elliot Bay Seawall project.

Coastal Field Data.—Within the funds provided, $500,000 is pro-
vided for the Southern California Beach Process Study, $500,000 is
provided for the Hurricane Evaluation Studies in the State of Ha-
waii and U.S. Territories.

Flood Plain Management Services.—Within the funds provided,
$200,000 is for the continuation of the foundational GIS system in
East Baton Rouge, LA and $200,000 is provided for the Corps to
assist the Pacific Islands in their response measures regarding hur-
ricanes and typhoons.

Planning Assistance to States.—Within the funds provided,
$40,000 is for the Urban Streambank Erosion Control, City of Lin-
coln, NE planning effort, $100,000 is for the Salt Marsh Habitat In-
ventory, RI effort to develop an inventory of degraded coastal habi-
tat sites, and $200,000 is provided for planning assistance to the
Riverfront Development Corporation, for the Memphis Riverfront
Development, TN project.

Salcha, AK.—The Committee is concerned about continued flood-
ing in the Salcha area that has forced repeated evacuation of
homes and businesses. The Corps is directed to provide assistance
to Salcha in developing a plan to address the flooding, in consulta-
tion with the Natural Resource Conservation Service and report
back to the Committee on Appropriations no later than Februrary
15, 2004.

Research and Development.—Within the funds provided for the
Corps of Engineers Research and Development Program,
$1,000,000 is provided for innovative technology demonstrations for
urban flooding and channel restoration. These demonstrations shall
be conducted in close coordination and cooperation with the Urban
Water Research Program of the Desert Research Institute of Ne-
vada. The Committee encourages the Corps of Engineers to con-
tinue its work in the area of Submerged Aquatic Vegetation or
“seagrasses” and restoration efforts in the Chesapeake Bay, MD.

CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL

Appropriations, 2008 .........ccccceeiiieiiieiieeieee et $1,744,598,000
Budget estimate, 2004 ..........cccceeeeieeeeiieeeiiees 1,350,000,000
Committee recommendation 1,538,000,000

This appropriation includes funds for construction, major reha-
bilitation and related activities for water resources development
projects having navigation, flood control, water supply, hydro-
electric, environmental restoration, and other attendant benefits to
the Nation. The construction and major rehabilitation projects for
inland and costal waterways will derive one-half of the funding
from the Inland Waterway Trust Fund. Funds to be derived from
the Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund will be applied to cover the
Federal share of the Dredged Material Disposal Facilities Program.

The appropriation provides funds for the Continuing Authorities
Program (projects which do not require specific authorizing legisla-
tion), which includes projects for flood control (Section 205), emer-
gency streambank and shoreline protection (Section 14), beach ero-
sion control (Section 103), mitigation of shore damages (Section
111), navigation projects (Section 107), snagging and clearing (Sec-
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tion 208), aquatic ecosystem restoration (Section 206), beneficial
uses of dredged material (Section 204), and project modifications
for improvement of the environment (Section 1135).

The budget request and the approved Committee allowance are

shown on the following table:

CORPS OF ENGINEERS—CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL

[In thousands of dollars]

Project title Budget estimate rng%anga%Z%on
ALABAMA
MOBILE HARBOR, AL 2,003 2,003
WALTER F GEORGE POWERHOUSE AND DAM, AL AND GA (MAJOR REH ... 12,035 13,479
WALTER F GEORGE POWERPLANT, AL AND GA (MAJOR REHAB) 3,000 3,000
ALASKA
DILLINGHAM EMERGENCY BANK, AK 4,000
DILLINGHAM SMALL BOAK, AK 3,000
KAKE DAM, AK 4,000
NOME HARBOR IMPROVEMENTS, AK 6,000 6,000
SAND POINT,AK 1,000
SEWARD, AK 1,000
SITKA, AK 1,000
ST PAUL HARBOR, AK 3,826 3,826
WRANGELL, AK 10,000
ARIZONA
RIO DE FLAG, FLAGSTAFF, AZ 3,500
RIO SALADO, PHOENIX AND TEMPE REACHES, AZ 11,600 11,600
TRES RIOS, AZ 7,000
TUSCON DRAINAGE AREA, AZ 5,000
ARKANSAS
MCCLELLAN-KERR ARKANSAS RIVER NAVIGATION SYSTEM, AR 3,300 3,300
MONTGOMERY POINT LOCK AND DAM, AR 20,000 27,000
OZARK-JETA TAYLOR (POWERHOUSE, MAJOR REHAB), AR 3,000
RED RIVER BELOW DENISON DAM, AR, LA AND TX 750
RED RIVER EMERGENCY BANK, AR AND LA 1,250
CALIFORNIA
AMERICAN RIVER WATERSHED (FOLSOM DAM MODIFICATIONS), C ....ovvvreveeeerneeeecireiiseinns 4,000 4,000
AMERICAN RIVER WATERSHED, CA 4,000 4,000
GUADALUPE RIVER, CA 13,000 13,000
HAMILTON AIRFIELD WETLANDS RESTORATION, CA 2,000 3,000
HARBOR/SOUTH BAY WATER RECYCLING, CA 4,000
IMPERIAL BEACH,(IMPERIAL BEACH-SILVER STRAND BEACH) 200
KAWEAH RIVER, CA 8,400 8,400
MARYSVILLE/YUBA CITY LEVEE RECONSTRUCTION, CA 500 500
MID-VALLEY AREA LEVEE RECONSTRUCTION, CA 500 500
NAPA RIVER, CA 7,500 10,000
OAKLAND HARBOR (50 FOOT PROJECT), CA 7,000 20,000
PETALUMA RIVER, CA 2,000
PORT OF LOS ANGELES, MAIN DEEPENING, CA
SACRAMENTO RIVER BANK PROTECTION PROJECT, CA 2,000
SANTA ANA RIVER MAINSTEM, CA 15,700
SOUTH SACRAMENTO COUNTY STREAMS, CA 2,100
STOCKTON METROPOLITIAN FLOOD CONTROL REIMBURSEMENT, CA .......coovveerrrerrreerrereenns 500
SUCCESS DAM, TULE RIVER, CA (DAM SAFETY) 1,000
TULE RIVER, CA 1,600
UPPER SACRAMENTO AREA LEVEE RECONSTRUCTION, CA 1,000

DELAWARE
DELAWARE COAST FROM CAPE HENLOPEN TO FENWICK ISL, DE

DELAWARE BAY COASTLINE, PORT MAHON, DE
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CORPS OF ENGINEERS—CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—Continued

[In thousands of dollars]

Project title

Budget estimate

Committee

recommendation
DELAWARE BAY COASTLINE, ROOSEVELT INLET TO LEWES BEACH .......ccooommvvererrerrcrirereenns 2,008 2,008
DELAWARE COAST PROTECTION, DE 285 285
DELAWARE COAST, REHOBOTH BEACH TO DEWEY BEACH, DE .. 5,768 5,768
FLORIDA
CANAVERAL HARBOR, FL 2,000 2,000
CENTRAL AND SOUTHERN FLORIDA, FL 112,498 90,000
EVERGLADES AND SOUTH FLORIDA ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION, FL ...ovvveieeiierirrenirecireeens 14,835 14,835
FLORIDA KEYS WATER QUALITY IMPROVEMENTS, FL 1,000
HERBERT HOOVER DIKE, FL (MAJOR REHAB) 1,000 1,000
JACKSONVILLE HARBOR, FL 2,000 2,000
JIM WOODRUFF LOCK AND DAM POWERHOUSE, FL AND GA (MAJOR R ... 873 873
KISSIMMEE RIVER, FL 17,706 17,706
MIAMI HARBOR CHANNEL, FL 2,700 2,700
TAMPA HARBOR, FL 500
GEORGIA
BRUNSWICK HARBOR, GA 4,500 6,000
BUFORD POWERHOUSE, GA (MAJOR REHAB) 3,000 3,000
OATES CREEK, RICHMOND COUNTY, GA (DEF CORR) 500 500
RICHARD B RUSSELL DAM AND LAKE, GA AND SC 4,328 8,178
THURMOND LAKE POWERHOUSE, GA AND SC (MAJOR REHAB) ......ccooivvvemreererrerserecrereinns 5,500 5,500
HAWAII
HAWAII WATER MANAGEMENT, HI 1,000
LAO STREAM FLOOD CONTROL, HI 175
KIKIAOLA SMALL BOAT HARBOR, KAUAI, HI 3,633 3,633
KAUMALAPAU HARBOR, LANAI, HI 2,500
MAALAEA HARBOR, MAUI, HI 191 191
ILLINOIS
CHAIN OF ROCKS CANAL, MISSISSIPPI RIVER, IL (DEF CORR) 2,300 2,300
CHICAGO SANITARY AND SHIP CANAL DISPERSAL BARRIER, IL ..o 500 500
CHICAGO SHORELINE, IL 24,000 25,000
EAST ST LOUIS, IL 815 815
LOCK AND DAM 24, MISSISSIPPI RIVER, IL AND MO (MAJOR REH ......ccooorriirinrirriirerirens 13,000 17,000
LOVES PARK, IL 5,785 5,785
MCCOOK AND THORNTON RESERVOIRS, IL 18,000 18,000
MELVIN PRICE LOCK AND DAM, IL AND MO 600 600
NUTWOOD LEVEE, IL 100
OLMSTED LOCKS AND DAM, OHIO RIVER, IL AND KY 73,000 53,000
UPPER MISS RVR SYSTEM ENV MGMT PROGRAM, IL, 1A, MN, MO .....ovvvrrierrereciens 33,320 20,000
INDIANA
CITY OF INDIANAPOLIS, (ENVIRO INFRA.), IN 500
INDIANA HARBOR (CONFINED DISPOSAL FACILITY), IN 5,700 5,700
INDIANAPOLIS, WHITE RIVER (NORTH), IN 2,600 2,600
LITTLE CALUMET RIVER, IN 3,800 3,800
MISSISSINEWA LAKE, IN (MAJOR REHAB) 21,000 21,000
OHIO RIVER GREENWAY PUBLIC ACCESS, IN 1,000 1,000
IOWA
DES MOINES RECREATIONAL RIVER AND GREENBELT, 1A 500
LOCK AND DAM 11, MISSISSIPPI RIVER, IA (MAJOR REHAB) 1,313 1,313
LOCK AND DAM 19, IA 750
MISSOURI RIVER FISH AND WILDLIFE MITIGATION, IA, NE, K 22,000 22,000
MISSOURI RIVER LEVEE SYSTEM, IA, NE, KS AND MO 7,000 13,600
PERRY CREEK, 1A 2,200 2,200
KANSAS
ARKANSAS CITY, KS 2,600 2,600
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CORPS OF ENGINEERS—CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—Continued

[In thousands of dollars]

Project title

Budget estimate

Committee

recommendation
KENTUCKY
DEWEY LAKE, KY (DAM SAFETY) 1,946 1,946
KENTUCKY LOCK AND DAM, TENNESSEE RIVER, KY 24,866 34,866
MCALPINE LOCKS AND DAM, OHIO RIVER, KY AND IN 26,100 40,000
METROPOLITAN LOUISVILLE, BEARGRASS CREEK, KY 1,400 1,400
METROPOLITAN LOUISVILLE, POND CREEK, KY 2,500 2,500
LOUISIANA
ASCENSION PARISH, LA 500
COMITE RIVER, LA 2,000 4,000
EAST BATON ROUGE PARISH, EI, LA 500
GRAND ISLE AND VICINITY, LA 200
INNER HARBOR NAVIGATION CANAL LOCK, LA 7,000 12,000
J BENNETT JOHNSTON WATERWAY, LA 13,700 15,000
LAKE PONTCHARTRAIN AND VICINITY, LA (HURRICANE PROTECT .. 3,000 6,000
LAROSE TO GOLDEN MEADOW, LA (HURRICANE PROTECTION) 461 161
LIVINGSTON PARISH, LA 500
MISSISSIPPI RIVER, GULF OUTLET, LA 200
MISSISSIPPI RIVER SHIP CHANNEL, GULF TO BATON ROUGE, L ....ovvvorieriieiierieiieciens 196 196
NEW ORLEANS TO VENICE, LA (HURRICANE PROTECTION) 2,000 2,000
OUACHITA RIVER LEVEES, LA 1,000
SOUTHEAST LOUISIANA, LA 16,500 35,000
WEST BANK AND VICINITY, NEW ORLEANS, LA 35,000 28,500
MARYLAND
ASSATEAGUE ISLAND, MD 1,003 1,003
ATLANTIC COAST OF MARYLAND, MD 500 500
CHESAPEAKE BAY ENVIRO. RES. AND PROTECTION, MD AND VA 1,600
CHESAPEAKE BAY OYSTER RECOVERY, MD AND VA 3,000 4,500
CUMBERLAND, MD 4,000
POPLAR ISLAND, MD 14,101 14,101
MASSACHUSETTS
CAPE COD CANAL RAILROAD BRIDGE, MA (MAJOR REHAB) 9,895 9,895
MUDDY RIVER, BROOKLINE AND BOSTON, MA 1,000
MICHIGAN
GENESSE COUNTY (ENVIRONMENTAL INFRA), MI 200
NEGAUNEE, MI 250
SAULT STE MARIE LOCK REPLACEMENT, MI 2,000
TWELVE TOWNS DRAIN RETENTION FACILITY, MI 388
MINNESOTA
BRECKENRIDGE, MN 1,000
CROOKSTON, MN 1,043 1,043
LOCK AND DAM 3, MISSISSIPPI RIVER, MN (MAJOR REHAB) 600 600
UPPER MISSISSIPPI RIVER, MISSISSIPPI PLACE, ST PAUL, MN 250
MISSISSIPPI
DESOTO COUNTY, MS 10,955
GULFPORT HARBOR, MS 2,500
MISSISSIPPI ENVIRON INFRA, SEC. 592, MS 8,000
PASCAGOULA HARBOR, MS 2,989 2,989
MISSOURI
BLUE RIVER BASIN, KANSAS CITY, MO 2,000 2,500
BLUE RIVER CHANNEL, KANSAS CITY, MO 6,000 10,000
BOIS BRULE LEVES, AND DRAINAGE, MO 500
MERAMEC RIVER BASIN, VALLEY PARK LEVEE, MO 2,000 3,000
MISS RIVER BTWN THE OHIO AND MO RIVERS (REG WORKS), MO ......ccccovvvmrrrrmrirrrirerirenns 1,700 1,700
MISSOURI AND MIDDLE MISSISSIPPI RIVERS ENHANCEMENT, MO 3,000
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CORPS OF ENGINEERS—CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—Continued

[In thousands of dollars]

Project title

Budget estimate

Committee

recommendation
STE GENEVIEVE, MO 150 150
TABLE ROCK LAKE, MO AND AR (DAM SAFETY) 5,000 5,500
MONTANA
FORT PECK FISK HATCHERY, MT 8,000
RURAL MONTANA, MT 3,000
NEBRASKA
ANTELOPE CREEK, NE 1,500
SAND CREEK WATERSHED, NE 500
WESTERN SARPY AND CLEAR CREEK, NE 500
MISSOURI NATIONAL RECREATIONAL RIVER, NE AND SD 1,000 1,000
WOOD RIVER, GRAND ISLAND, NE 1,082 1,082
NEVADA
RURAL NEVADA, NV 10,000
TROPICANA AND FLAMINGO WASHES, NV 23,300 26,300
NEW JERSEY
BRIGANTINE INLET TO GREAT EGG INLET (ABSECON ISLAND), .. 1,000 1,000
BRIGANTINE INLET TO GREAT EGG (BRIGANTINE ISLAND), NJ 500
CAPE MAY INLET TO LOWER TOWNSHIP, NJ 1,728 1,728
DELAWARE RIVER MAIN CHANNEL, NJ, PA AND DE 300 10,000
GREAT EGG HARBOR INLET AND PECK BEACH, NJ 7,355 7,355
LOWER CAPE MAY MEADOWS, CAPE MAY POINT, NJ 1,841 2,500
PASSAIC RIVER FLOOD MANAGEMENT, NJ 500
PASSAIC RIVER PRESERVATION OF NATURAL STORAGE AREAS, N ... 1,000 500
PASSAIC RIVER STEAMBANK RESTORATION, (MINISH PARK), NJ 500
RAMAPO AND MAHWAH RIVERS, NJ 250
RARITAN BAY AND SANDY HOOK BAY, NJ 100 100
RARITAN RIVER BASIN, GREEN BROOK SUB-BASIN, NJ 6,488 7,000
SANDY HOOK TO BARNEGAT INLET, NJ 3,000 3,000
TOWNSENDS INLET TO CAPE MAY INLET, NJ 9,200 10,000
NEW MEXICO
ACEQUIAS IRRIGATION SYSTEM, NM 1,800 2,500
ALAMOGORDO, NM 3,500 4,100
CENTRAL NEW MEXICO, NM 6,000
MIDDLE RIO GRANDE FLOOD DAMAGE REDUCTION, NM 600
RIO GRANDE FLOODWAY, SAN ACACIA TO BOSQUE DEL APACHE, 600
NEW YORK
ATLANTIC COAST OF NYC, ROCKAWAY INLET TO NORTON POINT, .. 1,750 1,750
EAST ROCKAWAY INLET TO ROCKAWAY INLET AND JAMAICA BAY, . 1,250 1,250
FIRE ISLAND INLET TO JONES INLET, NY 2,700 2,700
FIRE ISLAND INLET TO MONTAUK POINT, NY 3,800 3,800
NEW YORK AND NEW JERSEY HARBOR, NY AND NJ 115,000 100,000
NORTH CAROLINA
BRUNSWICK COUNTY BEACHES, NC 2,040 2,040
CAROLINA BEACH AND VICINITY, NC 3,510 3,510
DARE COUNTY BEACHES, BODIE ISLAND, NC 1,000
WEST ONSLOW BEACH AND NEW RIVER (TOPSAIL BEACH), NC 200
WILMINGTON HARBOR, NC 9,650 20,000
NORTH DAKOTA
BUFORD-TRENTON IRRIGATION DISTRICT LAND ACQUISITION, 1,518 2,000
GARRISON DAM AND POWER PLANT, ND (MAJOR REHAB) 6,500 6,500
GRAFTON, PARK RIVER, ND 1,000
GRAND FORKS, ND-EAST GRAND FORKS, MN 23,496 37,000
MO RIVER RESTORATION, ND 50
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CORPS OF ENGINEERS—CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—Continued

[In thousands of dollars]

Project title Budget estimate recg;ﬁgmzimn
SHEYENNE RIVER, ND 3,367 3,367
OHIO
HOLES CREEK, WEST CARROLLTON, OH 2,000
METROPOLITAN REGION OF CINCINNATI, DUCK CREEK, OH 8,500 3,000
MILL CREEK, OH 3,900 1,000
WEST COLUMBUS, OH 1,800 500
OKLAHOMA
CANTON LAKE (DAM SAFETY), 0K 2,000
LAWTON, 0K 2,500
TENKILLER FERRY LAKE, OK (DAM SAFETY) 4,400 4,400
OREGON
BONNEVILLE POWERHOUSE PHASE I, OR AND WA (MAJOR REHAB) ......ccocimvverrreerreeereneenns 3,363 6,363
COLUMBIA RIVER CHANNEL IMPROVEMENTS, OR AND WA 5,000
COLUMBIA RIVER TREATY FISHING ACCESS SITES, OR AND WA ......oooireeermreiereeoseeesseneenns 2,900 2,900
ELK CREEK LAKE, OR 500 500
LOWER COLUMBIA RIVER ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION, OR AND WA ......ovoereeeeeeeeeceneenns 2,000 2,000
WILLAMETTE RIVER TEMPERATURE CONTROL, OR 10,000 10,000
PENNSYLVANIA
LOCKS AND DAMS 2, 3 AND 4, MONONGAHELA RIVER, PA 35,000 35,000
PRESQUE ISLE PENINSULA, PA (PERMANENT) 600 600
SCHUYKILL RIVER PARK, PA 1,000
WYOMING VALLEY, PA (LEVEE RAISING) 10,021 10,021
PUERTO RICO
ARECIBO RIVER, PR 1,000 1,000
PORTUGUES AND BUCANA RIVERS, PR 5,200 3,000
RIO DE LA PLATA, PR 1,100 1,100
RIO PUERTO NUEVO, PR 16,500 5,000
SOUTH CAROLINA
CHARLESTON HARBOR, SC (DEEPENING AND WIDENING) 5,000 5,000
FOLLY BEACH, SC 200
LAKES MARION AND MOULTRIE, SC 350
SOUTH DAKOTA
BIG SIOUX RIVER, SIOUX FALLS, SD 6,000 6,000
CHEYENNE RIVER SIOUX TRIBE, LOWER BRULE SIOUX, SD 2,800 9,000
MISSOURI RIVER RESTORATION, SD 500
PIERRE, SD 4,300 6,000
TENNESSEE
BLACK FOX, OAKLANDS AND MURFREE SPRINGS WETLANDS, TN 1,070
CUMBERLAND COUNTY WATER SUPPLY, TN 1,700
TEXAS
BRAYS BAYOU, HOUSTON, TX 4,700 6,000
CHANNEL TO VICTORIA, TX 2,966 2,966
DALLAS FLOODWAY EXTENSION, TX 9,280
EL PASO, TX 2,800 2,800
HOUSTON-GALVESTON NAVIGATION CHANNELS, TX 18,726 40,000
JOHNSON CREEK, UPPER TRINITY BASIN, ARLINGTON, TX 2,200 2,200
NECHES RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES SALTWATER BARRIER, TX 4,108 4,108
NORTH PADRE ISLAND, PACKERY CHANNEL, TX 5,000
RED RIVER CHLORIDE CONTROL, TX AND 0K 2,000
SIMS BAYOU, HOUSTON, TX 12,000 12,000
VERMONT
LAKE CHAMPLAIN WATERSHED INITIATIVE, VT 500
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CORPS OF ENGINEERS—CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—Continued

[In thousands of dollars]

Project title

Budget estimate

Committee

recommendation
VIRGINIA
AIWW, BRIDGE AT GREAT BRIDGE, VA 9,706 9,706
EMBREY DAM, VA 3,000
JOHN H KERR DAM AND RESERVOIR, VA AND NC (MAJOR REHAB) ......ccocoomremrrriiricriineenns 6,000 6,000
LAKE MERRIWEATHER, LITTLE CALFPASTURE, VA 3,000
NORFOLK CHANNEL HARBOR AND DEPENING,VA 4,000
ROANOKE RIVER UPPER BASIN, HEADWATERS AREA, VA 2,000 2,000
VIRGINIA BEACH, VA (HURRICANE PROTECTION) 2,294 2,294
WASHINGTON
CHIEF JOSEPH DAM GAS ABATEMENT, WA 900 3,000
COLUMBIA RIVER FISH MITIGATION, WA, OR AND ID 95,000 85,000
HOWARD HANSON DAM ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION, WA 9,500 9,500
LOWER SNAKE RIVER FISH AND WILDLIFE COMPENSATION, WA, OR 2,000 2,000
MT ST HELENS SEDIMENT CONTROL, WA 200 900
MUD MOUNTAIN DAM, WA (DAM SAFETY) 1,400 1,400
PUGET SOUND AND ADJACENT WATERS, WA 1,500
SHOALWATER BAY SHORELINE EROSION, WA 1,000
THE DALLES POWERHOUSE (UNITS 1-14), WA AND OR (MAJOR REH .....ccoovvivririiciririincis 250 500
WEST VIRGINIA
BLUESTONE LAKE, WV (DAM SAFETY) 2,600 4,300
GREENBRRIAR RIVER, WV 3,000
LEVISA AND TUG FORKS AND UPPER CUMBERLAND RIVER, WV, V' .....ooviiiiinrireiecieens 15,000 23,400
MARMET LOCK, KANAWHA RIVER, WV 52,154 65,200
ROBERT C BYRD LOCKS AND DAM, OHIO RIVER, WV AND OH ....cccvvvueiriieiienineeiecireeens 2,500 2,500
WINFIELD LOCKS AND DAM, KANAWHA RIVER, WV 2,000 2,000
WYOMING
JACKSON HOLE, WY 500
MISCELLANEOUS

AQUATIC ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION (SECTION 206) 10,000 15,000
AQUATIC PLANT CONTROL PROGRAM 3,000 3,500
BENEFICIAL USES OF DREDGED MATERIAL 3,000 3,000
DAM SAFETY AND SEEPAGE/STABILITY CORRECTION PROGRAM .......ccouieviemerierirncrirecireeens 8,000 14,000
DREDGED MATERIAL DISPOSAL FACILITIES PROGRAM 7,000 7,000
EMERGENCY STREAMBANK AND SHORELINE PROTECTION (SEC. 14) ..o 7,000 9,000
EMPLOYEES' COMPENSATION 19,130 19,130
FLOOD CONTROL PROJECTS (SECTION 205) 20,000 30,000
INLAND WATERWAYS USERS BOARD—BOARD EXPENSE 45 45
INLAND WATERWAYS USERS BOARD—CORPS EXPENSE 185 185
NAVIGATION MITIGATION PROJECT (SECTION 111) 500 1,500
NAVIGATION PROJECTS (SECTION 107) 6,000 9,000
PROJECT MODIFICATIONS FOR IMPROVEMENT OF THE ENVIRONME .........ccoooomivemrrrrerirneireeens 14,000 17,000
SHORELINE EROSION CONTROL DEVELOPMENT AND DEMONSTRATIO ......ovvvervnrvrriirerireens 6,000 6,000
SHORELINE PROTECTION PROJECTS (SECTION 103) 3,500 3,500
SNAGGING AND CLEARING PROJECT (SECTION 208) 500 500
REDUCTION FOR ANTICIPATED SAVINGS AND SLIPPAGE — 116,095 — 241,730
TOTAL, CONSTRUCTION GENERAL 1,350,000 1,538,000

Sand Point, AK.—The Committee has included a provision di-
recting the Corps to proceed with construction of the Sand Point
Harbor in accordance with the Chief of Engineers Report.

Sitka Harbor, AK.—The Committee notes that in designing the
Sitka Harbor breakwater, the Corps failed to take into account the
severity of the wave activity. As a result, the breakwater has failed
to prevent wave action, particularly during stormy weather. There-
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fore, the project must be redesigned and modifications installed.
The Committee has included a provision to hold the City of Sitka
harmless for any additional cost sharing requirements that would
otherwise be mandated because of the Corps’ design deficiency.

Rio de Flag, Flagstaff, AZ—The Committee recommendation in-
cludes $3,500,000 for the Rio de Flag project to continue construc-
tion.

Rio Salado, Phoenix and Tempe Reaches, AZ.—The Committee
recommendation includes the full budget request by the adminis-
tration. The Committee is pleased that this unique project is gain-
ing the attention and interest of the business community and the
environmental community alike.

Tres Rios, AZ.—The Committee has included $7,000,000 for this
project in fiscal year 2004, which was not included in the adminis-
tration’s budget request. The funds are for the continuation of this
project, including the flood control levee and design of the pump
stations for the wetlands.

Tuscon Drainage Area, AZ.—The Committee has included
$5,000,000 for this project, which was not included in the budget
request.

Montgomery Point Lock and Dam, AR & OK.—The Committee
has provided additional funds for the continued construction of this
project.

Ozark-Jeta Taylor (Powerhouse, Major Rehab), AR.—During cal-
endar year 2001, the Ozark-Jeta Taylor turbines were down 63 per-
cent of the time resulting in a revenues lost to the General Fund
of the Treasury. To address this, the Committee recommendation
includes $3,000,000 to continue this much-needed rehabilitation
project.

Harbor/South Bay Water Recycling, CA.—The Committee has in-
cluded $4,000,000 for this project with the expectation that it will
allow for the continued construction of the Madrona Marsh Lateral
and other related elements. As this project was not included in the
budget request, the Committee has included scarce resources for its
continued construction.

Imperial Beach (Imperial Beach-Silver Strand), CA.—The Com-
mittee has included $200,000 for the continued design of the Impe-
rial Beach project.

Oakland Harbor (50 Foot Project)) CA.—The Committee rec-
ommendation includes $20,000,000 for this critical harbor project.
The Committee regrets that it cannot provide optimum funding, ef-
forts which are hampered because the administration only re-
quested $7,000,000 for this project. Given that this project is al-
ready under construction, the Committee encourages the adminis-
tration to include realistic project funding in future budget submis-
sions.

Port of Los Angeles (Main Channel Deepening), CA.—The Com-
mittee recommendation includes $15,000,000 for this project. De-
spite the fact this project is already under construction, the admin-
istration did not propose any funding for this project. The Com-
mittee expects the administration to budget for a project of this
scope more responsibly in the future.

South Sacramento County Streams, CA.—The Committee is
aware that there are hydrologic project design issues which could
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impact the cost and schedule of the project. Therefore, the Com-
mittee has only provided the budget request.

Delaware Coast from Cape Henlopen to Fenwick Island, Fenwick
Island, DE.—The Committee recommendation includes $214,000
for the continued construction of this project begun in fiscal year
2003.

Delaware Bay Coastline, Port Mahon, DE.—The Committee has
included $500,000 for the continuation of construction begun last
fiscal year.

Central and Southern Florida, FL.—The Committee rec-
ommendation includes $90,000,000 to continue the Everglades Res-
toration projects, the same level of funding as fiscal year 2003. This
should be in no way considered any diminution of interest or sup-
port by the Committee for these vitally important ecosystem res-
toration projects. The Committee also encourages the Corps to re-
spond to current concerns regarding implementation of the restora-
tion project.

Everglades and South Florida Restoration, FL.—The Committee
has included a provision that conditions expenditure of funds ap-
propriated in this Act for the purpose of construction of the projects
for the Everglades and South Florida Ecosystem Restoration. The
Committee directs that the Administrator of the Environmental
Protection Agency certify by September 30, 2003 and every 12
months thereafter until September 30, 2006 to the House and Sen-
ate Committees on Appropriations, the House Committee on Trans-
portation and Infrastructure, and the Senate Environment and
Public Works Committee indicating that the water entering A.R.M.
Loxahatchee National Wildlife Refuge and Everglades National
Park meets all applicable State water quality standards and nu-
meric criteria adopted for phosphorus throughout A.R.M.
Loxahatchee National Wildlife Refuge and Everglades National
Park, as well water quality requirements set forth in the Consent
Decree entered in United States v. South Florida Water Manage-
ment District and that the House and Senate Committees on Ap-
propriations respond in writing to the report indicating that the
funds are available for expenditure.

Florida Keys Water Quality Improvements, FL.—The Committee
recommendation includes $1,000,000 for the implementation of the
wastewater and stormwater improvements. The Committee be-
lieves these efforts need to be carried out in concert with the ongo-
ing Everglades restoration work.

Tampa Harbor, FL.—The Committee has included $500,000 for
the continuation of the General Reevaluation Report examining
navigation improvements for the Federal portion of this project.

Brunswick Harbor, GA.—The Committee recommendation in-
cludes $6,000,000 for this project. The Committee is aware that the
bids for this project greatly exceeded the Government estimate, and
though there was a low bidder, there is a pending protest. There-
fore, the Committee encourages the Corps to resolve this issue and
reevaluate the cost of the project, seeking additional authority if
necessary.

Richard B. Russell Dam and Lake Wildlife Mitigation, GA &
SC.—The Committee has included $3,850,000 to complete the exe-
cution of the Memorandum of Agreement and the documentation
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iand payment of the mitigation lands to the State of South Caro-
ina.

Hawaii Water Management, HI.—The Committee recommenda-
tion includes $1,000,000 for continuation of the construction phases
of this project for the water systems on the drought-plagued por-
tions of the State of Hawaii.

Iao Stream Flood Control, HI.—The Committee recommendation
includes $175,000 to complete the DDR and NEPA documentation,
and initiate the design phase.

Kaumalapau Harbor, Lanai, HI.—The Committee recommenda-
tion includes $2,500,000 to continue the construction of this project.

Olmsted Locks and Dam, Ohio River, IL & KY.—The Committee
recommendation includes $53,000,000 for the Olmsted Locks and
Dam project. This reduced funding level should in no way be con-
sidered any diminution of interest or support for the project, but
instead reflects the very limited resources of the Committee. None
of the funds provided for the Olmsted Locks and Dam Project are
to be used to reimburse the Claims and Judgment Fund.

Nutwood Drainage and Levee District, IL.—The Committee is
aware of induced flooding issues which must be resolved prior to
the award of the construction contract, the completion of plans and
specifications, and the granting of a 404 permit. The Committee is
also aware of issues regarding credit for work completed by the
non-Federal sponsor. The Committee encourages the Corps to re-
solve these issues expeditiously but expects that any credit pro-
vided to the non-Federal sponsor shall not be precedent setting.

Mississinewa Lake, IN.—The Committee has included
$21,000,000 for the completion of this project.

McAlpine Lock and Dam, IN & KY.—The Committee has in-
cluded $40,000,000 for the McAlpine Lock and Dam project. The
Committee has included additional funding because of the project’s
critical nature.

Lock and Dam 19, Mississippi River, IA (Major Rehabilitation).—
The Committee recommendation includes $750,000 to continue con-
struction work begun in fiscal year 2003.

Missouri River Levee System, L-385 IA, NE, KS, & MO.—The
Committee has included sufficient funding to avoid work stoppages
and interest penalties; as well as completing the project this fiscal
year. The Committee has also included funds to complete the final
levee contract for L-15.

Comite River, LA.—The Committee recommendation includes ad-
ditional funds to award the Phase II construction contract for the
Lilly Bayou Control Structure.

Grand Isle and Vicinity, LA.—The Committee has included
$200,000 for the completion of the General Reevaluation Report
and expects the Corps to resolve any remaining issues so the
project may proceed.

Inner Harbor Navigation Canal Lock, LA.—The Committee has
included additional funds to complete the demolition of eastside
businesses on schedule and to initiate two levee construction con-
tracts, as well as continuing the engineering and design work for
the project.

J. Bennett Johnston Waterway, LA.—The Committee rec-
ommendation includes $15,000,000 to continue construction of nec-
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essary navigation channel refinements, land purchases, and devel-
opment for mitigation of project impacts, and construction of
project recreation and appurtenant features.

Ouachita River Levees, LA.—The Committee has included funds
for the completion of Levee Item 2 and to begin work on Levee
Item 3, which is to include gravel surfacing.

Southeast Louisiana, LA.—The Committee has included
$35,000,000 for the Southeast Louisiana project. Though the Com-
mittee has included the additional funds, it remains very concerned
with the increasing scope and cost of this project. Though the Fed-
eral Government has a responsibility to mitigate the impacts of
Federal channels and waterways on our communities, the Com-
mittee is concerned that this project has no foreseeable completion.
Therefore, the Committee encourages the Corps to better define the
project’s scope of work and plan the construction’s progression in
order for the project to fully realize its designed benefits as soon
as is practicable.

Chesapeake Bay Environmental Restoration and Protection Pro-

ram, MD, VA, & PA.—The Committee recommendation includes
gl,GO0,000, which was not included in the budget request. These
funds are for the completion of the Preconstruction, Engineering
and Design phase and the initiation of the Marsh Creation Project.

Chesapeake Bay Oyster Recovery, MD & VA.—The Committee
has included $4,500,000 for this continuing construction project.
The Committee remains concerned that the benefits of the project
will not be fully realized until the issue of agricultural effluents is
resolved.

Muddy River, Brookline and Boston, MA.—The Committee has
included $1,000,000 for the continued construction of the project.

Twelve Towns Drain Retention Facility, MI.—The Committee rec-
ommendation includes $388,000 for the completion of plans and
specifications.

DeSoto County, MS.—The Committee recommendation includes
$10,955,000 for the completion of this project.

Pascagoula Harbor, MS.—The Committee recommendation in-
cludes $2,989,000, which is equal to the administration’s request.

Blue River Channel, Kansas City, MO.—The Committee has in-
cluded $10,000,000 to continue construction on the railroad bridge
alterations, complete plans and specifications, and the General Re-
evaluation Report.

Bois Brule Levee and Drainage, MO.—The Committee has in-
cluded $500,000 for this project. The Committee is aware that the
project sponsor decided to proceed only with the deficiency correc-
tion portion of the project and place the levee raise on hold.

Rural Montana, MT.—The Committee has provided $3,000,000
for the development of the Project Cooperation Agreements, Project
Management Plans, and necessary NEPA documentation for the
Conrad, Belgrade, Drummond, Wisdom, Melston, and Manhattan
projects, as well as and other qualified participants.

Antelope Creek, NE.—The Committee recommendation includes
$1,500,000 for the continued construction of this flood damage re-
duction project.

Rural Nevada, NV.—The Committee has provided $10,000,000
for the Rural Nevada Project. Within the funds provided the Corps
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is directed to give consideration to projects at Boulder City, Lyon
County, (Carson River Regional Water System) Gerlach, Incline
Village, Round Hill, Mesquite, Moapa, Spanish Springs, Battle
Mountain, Virgin Valley, Lawton-Verdi, Esmeralda County, and
Searchlight. Other communities that meet the program criteria
should be considered as funding allows.

Tropicana and Flamingo Washes, NV.—The Committee has pro-
vided $26,300,000 to continue construction of this flood control
project. The Committee recommendation includes $3,000,000 for
work performed in accordance with section 211 of the Water Re-
sources Development Act of 1996.

Brigantine Inlet to Great Egg Harbor, Absecon Island, NJ.—The
Committee recommendation includes additional funding for the
beachfill construction effort.

Delaware Mainstem Channel Deepening, NJ, DE & PA.—The
Committee has included $10,000,000 for this project which has un-
dergone a rigorous cost-benefit reanalysis. The Corps is to be com-
mended for initiating this effort, and, as expected, the project has
been validated by both the General Accounting Office and outside
auditors as having a cost-benefit ratio which exceeds the mandated
Federal standards.

Raritan River Basin, Green Brook Sub-Basin, NJ.—The Com-
mittee recommendation includes additional funds to initiate Seg-
ment U levee and floodwall.

Townsends Inlet to Cape May Inlet, NJ.—The Committee has in-
cluded an additional $800,000 to initiate the construction of the
Hereford Inlet portion of the project.

Acequias Irrigation System, NM.—The Committee has included
an additional $700,000 for additional construction contract awards.
The Committee supports the program for rehabilitating acequias in
New Mexico, and feels that it is of historical and cultural signifi-
cance to the State. There is concern however, that the process for
determining environmental impacts of each acequia project is dis-
proportionately time consuming and expensive. The Committee
therefore directs the Corps to seek ways to streamline the NEPA
process, including the use of “programmatic” assessments address-
ing multiple projects where practicable.

Central New Mexicoo NM.—The Committee recommendation in-
cludes $5,000,000 for the completion of the construction work on
the Double Eagle II Infrastructure Upgrade, the Bosque Farms
Plant, the Tijeras Water System upgrade and the Bernalillo plant.
In addition, the Committee has included $1,000,000 for the Black
Mesa Area Flood Management project.

Middle Rio Grande Flood Damage Reduction, NM.—The Com-
mittee has provided $600,000 for the completion of the General Re-
evaluation Report.

New York and New Jersey Harbor, NY & NJ.—The Committee
recommendation includes $100,000,000 for the Harbor project. This
reduced funding level should in no way be considered any diminu-
tion of interest or support for the project, but instead it reflects the
very limited resources of the Committee.

Dare County Beaches, Bodie Island, NC.—The Committee has in-
cluded $1,000,000 to continue preconstruction monitoring and real
estate acquisition.
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Wilmington Harbor, NC.—The Committee has included
$20,000,000 for this critical harbor project. The Committee regrets
that it cannot provide optimum funding at this time. The Com-
mittee notes that the administration only requested $9,650,000 for
a project of this size, and encourages the administration to request
more realistic funding in future fiscal years.

Buford-Trenton Irrigation District Land Acquisition, ND.—The
Committee recommendation includes funds for the purchase of ad-
ditional easements.

Devils Lake, ND.—The Committee continues to support the con-
struction of the Devils Lake outlet and notes that §5,000,000 of
previously appropriated funds for construction remain available
until expended. The Committee also urges the Corps to request suf-
ficient funding in future budget requests to construct this project.

Grand Forks, ND-East Grand Forks, MN.—The Committee has
provided $37,000,000 for this project to continue construction.

Missouri River Sedimentation, ND.—The Committee has pro-
vided $50,000 for this project. The Committee understands that the
Corps will use the funds provided, along with previously appro-
priated funds, to continue the required assessment study.

Holes Creek, West Carrollton, OH.—The Committee recommenda-
tion includes $2,000,000 for the Holes Creek project, which was not
included in the budget request. The Committee expects that these
funds will be sufficient to complete the construction of additional
floodwalls and relocations.

Canton Lake (Dam Safety), OK.—The Committee has included
$2,000,000 for the Canton Lake project. The Committee is aware
that there are improvements needed on the dam, including stabi-
lizing the existing spillway.

Lawton, OK.—The Committee has included $2,500,000 for this
project and expects the Corps to continue construction.

Columbia River Channel Improvements, OR & WA.—The Com-
mittee has included $5,000,000 for this project, which includes eco-
system restoration efforts. The Committee expects that this effort
will further improve the Corps’ “no jeopardy” biological opinion
standings. Therefore, the Committee expects that the administra-
tion should budget for this project in a responsible manner.

Schuylkill River Park, PA.—The Committee has included
$1,000,000 for this project and expects the Corps to negotiate and
execute the Project Cooperation Agreement.

Charleston  Harbor, SC.—The Committee has provided
$5,000,000 for this widening and deepening project, which is the
full capability of the Corps.

Lakes Marion and Moultrie, SC.—The Committee has provided
$350,000 for this project, which is all that can be provided under
the current project authorization.

Cheyenne River Sioux Tribe, Lower Brule Sioux, SD.—The Com-
mittee notes that Title VI of the Water Resources Development Act
of 1999, as amended, authorizes funding to pay administrative ex-
penses, implementation of terrestrial wildlife plans, activities asso-
ciated with land transferred or to be transferred, and annual ex-
penses for operating recreational areas. Within the funds provided,
the Committee directs that not more than $1,000,000 shall be pro-
vided for administrative expenses, and that the Corps is to dis-
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tribute remaining funds as directed by Title VI to the State of
South Dakota, the Cheyenne River Sioux Tribe and Lower Brule
Sioux Tribe.

Missourt River Restoration, SD.—The Committee has included
$500,000, the full Corps capability, to complete the assessment and
initiation of the implementation plan for the basin.

Pierre, SD.—The Committee has included $6,000,000 for the
Pierre, South Dakota flood damage reduction project.

Black Fox, Oaklands and Murfree Springs Wetlands, TN.—The
Committee has provided $1,070,000 for the continued construction
of this project, which was not included in the budget request.

Cumberland County Water Supply, TN.—The Committee has in-
cluded funds for the continued construction of this project.

Brays Bayou, TX.—The Committee has included $6,000,000 for
this project related to flood damage reduction.

Dallas Floodway Extension, TX.—The Committee has provided
funds and legislative language to continue plans and specification
development, real estate activities and resume project construction,
including the Cadillac Heights segment of the project.

Houston-Galveston Navigation Channels, TX.—The Committee
has included $40,000,000 for this high priority project which is
needed for the safe and cost-effective movement of cargo.

Red River Chloride Control Project, TX & OK.—The Committee
has included $2,000,000 for the continued construction of this
project.

Embrey Dam, VA.—The Committee has included $3,000,000 for
this continuing construction project.

Lake Merriweather, Little Calfpasture (Goshen Dam), VA.—The
Committee has included $3,000,000 for the continuation of this
project.

Norfolk Harbor and Channels (Deepening), VA.—The Committee
has included $4,000,000 for the continuation of this necessary navi-
gation project.

Chief Joseph Dam Gas Abatement, WA.—The Committee rec-
ommendation includes $3,000,000 for the continued construction of
this project. The additional funds are provided for the award of
construction contracts related to the right abutment, staging area
and cofferdam fabrication.

Columbia River Fish Mitigation, WA, OR & ID.—The Committee
has provided $85,000,000 for the Fish Mitigation project. This re-
duced funding level should in no way be considered any diminution
of interest or support for the project, but instead it reflects the very
limited resources of the Committee.

Mt. St. Helens Sediment Control, WA.—The Committee rec-
ommendation includes $700,000 above the administration’s request.
These funds are for the initiation of a sensitivity analysis to Cow-
litz River tributaries as a result of elevating river stages and pro-
ceeding with the analysis of alternatives to find a permanent solu-
tion to the sediment control. In addition, the Committee expects
the Corps to initiate a General Reevaluation Report.

Levisa and Tug Forks of the Big Sandy River and Upper Cum-
berland River, WV, KY, & VA.—The Committee has provided
$23,400,000 for continuation of the project. Within the funds pro-
vided, the Committee recommendation includes $17,000,000 for the
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Buchanan County, Dickenson County, and Grundy, VA elements.
Further, the Committee recommendation includes $6,400,000 for
Kermit, Lower Mingo County, McDowell County, Upper Mingo and
Wayne County, WV.

Aquatic Plant Control Program.—The Committee has included
$3,500,000 for the Aquatic Plant Control program’s base research
and development activities. The Committee is aware of the growing
aquatic invasive plant infestation problem around the county and
supports the efforts of the Corps, and private sector, to develop new
management and control technologies. Currently, the Committee is
aware that approximately 25 Federal agencies are involved in
invasive species activities and that the estimated economic impacts
from all invasive species totals as much as $137,000,000,000. The
Committee further believes that success in the management of
these invasive species is dependent upon a strong, stable research
program. In an effort to maximize limited funding for eradication
and harvesting, the Committee strongly recommends that these ef-
forts be undertaken only where a local sponsor agrees to provide
50 percent of the cost of the work. Within the funds provided,
$300,000 is for a cost shared effort with the State of South Caro-
lina and $400,000 is for a cost shared effort with the State of
Vermont. The Committee urges the Corps to establish a cost
shared program with the State of Hawaii.

Dam Safety and Seepage/Stability Correction Program.—The
Committee recommendation includes $14,000,000 for the program.
Within the funds provided, $6,000,000 is provided for the Corps to
continue work on Waterbury Dam in Vermont.

Ability to Pay.—Section 103(m) of the Water Resources Develop-
ment Act of 1986, as amended, requires that all project cooperation
agreements for flood damage reduction projects, to which non-Fed-
eral cost sharing applies, will be subject to the ability of non-Fed-
eral sponsors to pay their shares. Congress included this section in
the landmark 1986 Act to ensure that as many communities as
possible would qualify for Federal flood damage reduction projects,
based more on needs and less on financial capabilities. The Sec-
retary published eligibility criteria in 33 CFR 241, which requires
a non-Federal sponsor to meet an ability-to-pay test. However, the
Committee believes that the Secretary’s test is too restrictive and
operates to exclude most communities from qualifying for relief
under the ability-to-pay provision. For example, 33 CFR 241.4(f)
specifies that the test should be structured so that reductions in
the level of cost-sharing will be granted in “only a limited number
of cases of severe economic hardship,” and should depend not only
on the economic circumstances within a project area, but also on
the conditions of the state in which the project area is located.
While within the letter of the law, the Secretary’s policies do not
appear to be keeping the spirit of the law. The Secretary is directed
to report to the Appropriations Committees within 90 days of en-
actment of this Act on a proposal intended to be published in the
Federal Register to revise 33 CFR 241 eligibility criteria to allow
a more reasonable and balanced application of the ability-to pay
provision.
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CONTINUING AUTHORITIES PROGRAM

The continuing project authorities listed below, allow the Corps
great flexibility to respond to various, limited-scope, water resource
problems facing communities throughout the Nation. This program
has proven to be remarkably successful in providing a quick re-
sponse to serious local problems. These problems range from flood
control and navigation to bank stabilization and environmental res-
toration. The Committee has provided funds in excess of the budget
request for virtually all of these accounts. As a general rule, once
a project has received funds for the initial phases of any of these
authorities, the project will continue to be funded as long as it
proves to be environmentally sound, technically feasible, and eco-
nomically justified, as applicable. With this in mind, the Committee
has chosen to limit explicit direction of these project authorities.

The Committee is aware that there are funding requirements for
ongoing, continuing authorities projects that may not be accommo-
dated within the funds provided for each program. It is not the
Committee’s intent that ongoing projects be terminated. If addi-
tional funds are needed to keep ongoing work in any program on
schedule, the Committee urges the Corps to reprogram the nec-
essary funds.

Aquatic Ecosystem Restoration (Section 206).—The Committee
has provided $15,000,000 for the Section 206 Program. Within the
amount provided, the recommendation includes: $200,000 for
Tamarisk Eradication, CO for plans and specifications; $200,000
for Yampa River/Hayden restoration project (Upper Yampa Water
Conservancy District), CO; $200,000 for Sqauw Creek, IL eco-
system restoration for plans and specifications; $250,000 for
Chariton River/Rathburn Lake Watershed, IA to complete plans
and specifications; $192,000 for Duck Creek-Fairmont Park Wet-
lands restoration, Scott County, IA for planning and design anal-
ysis; $304,000 for Lemay Wetlands, MO to initiate and complete
restorations; $200,000 for Bottomless Lake State Park, NM;
$100,000 for James Wallace Memorial Dam, Santa Rosa, NM;
$100,000 for Jemez River Aquatic and Riparian Habitat, NM;
$200,000 for Concord Streams Restorations, Concord, NC; $75,000
for the design phase of Little Sugar Creek, NC aquatic ecosystem
restoration; $100,000 for project modifications to East Harbor State
Park, OH; $100,000 for Cherokee Creek Aquatic ecosystem restora-
tion, OK for a feasibility study; $100,000 for Crow Creek Aquatic
ecosystem restoration, OK; $100,000 for Alsop Brownwood, Johnson
Creek, OR for a feasibility study; $100,000 for Oaks Bottom, OR for
a feasibility study; $100,000 for Brush Neck Cove, Warwick, RI for
a feasibility study; $150,000 for Ninigret and Cross Mills Ponds,
Charlestown, RI for construction; $300,000 for Mad Island Aquatic
ecosystem restoration, TX; and $50,000 for Underwood Creek res-
toration, Milwaukee, WI.

Navigation Mitigation Projects (Section 111)—The Committee
has provided $1,500 for the Section 111 Program. Within the
amount provided, the recommendation includes $1,280,000 to con-
tinue construction of the Saco River and Camp Ellis Beach, ME
project to mitigate shoreline damages caused by the Federal navi-
gation project.
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Project Modifications for Improvement of the Environment (Sec-
tion 1135).—The Committee has provided $17,000,000 for the Sec-
tion 1135 Program. Within the amount provided, the recommenda-
tion includes: $170,000 for Big Creek Spillway, IA for a modifica-
tions project; $550,000 for construction of the Honey Creek Wet-
lands, Greenville Marsh, Lucas County, IA; $310,000 for Lower
Rouge River restoration, Wayne County, MI for a feasibility study;
$320,000 for Rouge River Oxbow restoration, MI for a feasibility
study; $100,000 for Upper Rouge River restoration, Wayne County,
MI for a feasibility study; $700,000 for riparian and wetland res-
toration, Pueblo of Santa Ana, NM; $200,000 for Joe Creek habitat
restoration, OK; $250,000 for Lower Columbia Slough, OR for con-
struction; and $100,000 for Lake Champlain Sea Lamprey barriers,
VT.

Emergency Streambank & Shoreline Protection Projects (Section
14).—The Committee has provided $9,000,000 for the Section 14
Program. Within the amount provided, the recommendation in-
cludes: $60,000 for the planning and design analysis at Beaver
Creek, Ackley, IA; $341,000 for Iowa River, Sac and Fox Settle-
ment, Tama County, IA; $40,000 for planning and design analysis
for Red Duck Creek, KY; $300,000 for Ramsay, Bessemer, Town-
ship, Gogebic County, MI for planning and design analysis and con-
struction; $100,000 for planning and design analysis at Sturgeon
River, Baraga County, MI; $800,000 for Rio Puerco, NM; and
$250,000 for Burlington, VT.

Flood Control Projects (Section 205).—The Committee has pro-
vided $30,000,000 for the Section 205 Program. Within the amount
provided, the recommendation includes: $75,000 for a feasibility
study at Bono, AR; $155,000 for Oak Creek, Florence, CO for a fea-
sibility study; $225,000 for plans and specifications at East Boyer
River, Denison, IA; $150,000 for a feasibility study at Kitty Creek
and Maquoketa River, City of Monticello, IA; $200,000 for Olive
Hill, KY for a feasibility study; $60,000 for a feasibility study at
Red Duck Creek, KY; $100,000 to investigate flooding problems
along Bayou Choupique in the vicinity of the Chitimacha Reserva-
tion in St. Mary Parish, LA; $40,000 for Coushatta Tribe of Lou-
isiana Flood Control Project, LA for a feasibility study; $350,000 for
plans and specifications and to initiate construction at Granite
Falls, MN; $800,000 for Little Puerco River, Gallup, NM; $200,000
for Hobbs, NM; $200,000 for Hatch, NM; $500,000 to continue the
Spanish Springs Valley, NV flood prevention project; $1,000,000 for
construction of the Wahpeton, ND, flood control project; $100,000
for Cane Creek, TN for a feasibility study; $100,000 for Jones
Creek, TN for a feasibility study; and $100,000 for Jamestown Is-
land Seawall, VA for plans and specifications.

Beneficial Uses of Dredged Material (Section 204).—The Com-
mittee has provided $3,000,000 for the Section 204 Program. With-
in the amount provided the recommendation includes $212,000 for
Blackbottoms, Des Moines County, IA,

Shoreline Protection Projects (Section 103).—The Committee has
provided $3,500,000 for the Section 103 Program. Within the
amount provided, the recommendation includes $75,000 for Luna
Pier, MI for a feasibility study.
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Small Navigation Projects (Section 107).—The Committee has
provided $9,000,000 for the Section 107 Program. Within the
amount provided, the recommendation includes: $750,000 for Aun’u
Harbor, American Samoa for a preliminary study; $200,000 for
Ta’u Harbor, American Samoa; $350,000 for Horseshoe Bend ero-
sion project, KY; $100,000 for Detroit River navigation improve-
ments, MI; $75,000 for Ontonagon Harbor, MI for a feasibility
study; and $60,000 for Charlestown Breachway navigation study,
RI.

Snaging and Clearing for Flood Control (Section 208).—The
Committee has provided $9,000,000 for the Section 208 Program.
Within the amount provided, the recommendation includes $25,000
for Deer Creek, Webster County, KY for a planning, design and
analysis.

Tribal Partnership Program.—The Committee acknowledges the
serious impacts of coastal erosion and flooding due to continued cli-
mate change in Alaska. The Committee expects the Corps to con-
tinue its work in this area.

FLOOD CONTROL, MISSISSIPPI RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES ARKANSAS, IL-
LINOIS, KENTUCKY, LOUISIANA, MISSISSIPPI, MISSOURI, AND TEN-
NESSEE

Appropriations, 2003 ........ccccccccieieiiiieeeiee e e ar e e eree e $342,334,000
Budget estimate, 2004 ........... . 280,000,000
Committee recommendation 329,000,000

This appropriation funds planning, construction, and operation
and maintenance activities associated with water resource projects
located in the lower Mississippi River Valley from Cape Girardeau,
Missouri to the Gulf of Mexico.

The budget request and the approved Committee allowance are
shown on the following table:

CORPS OF ENGINEERS—FLOOD CONTROL, MISSISSIPPI RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES

[In thousands of dollars]

Project title Budget estimate |, Commitee
GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS
ALEXANDRIA TO THE GULF, LA 435 435
DONALDSONVILLE TO THE GULF, LA 800 900
SOUTHEAST ARKANSAS, AR 100
SPRING BAYOU, LA 500 500
TENSAS RIVER BASIN, LA 200
COLDWATER RIVER BASIN BELOW ARKABUTLA LAKE, MS 185 350
FLETCHER CREEK, TN 120 120
GERMANTOWN, TN 51 51
MILLINGTON AND VICINITY, TN 84 84
MORGANZA TO THE GULF, LA 3,487 5,000
COLLECTION AND STUDY OF BASIC DATA 695 695
SUBTOTAL, GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS 6,357 8,435
CONSTRUCTION

CHANNEL IMPROVEMENT, AR, IL, KY, LA, MS, MO & TN 39,562 41,000
FRANCIS BLAND FLOODWAY DITCH (EIGHT MILE CREEK), AR ....oooeeerereeeeeeeee e 2,050 2,050
HELENA AND VICINITY, AR 2,180 2,180
MISSISSIPPI RIVER LEVEES, AR, IL, KY, LA, MS, MO & TN 42919 47,000
ST. FRANCIS BASIN, AR & MO 2,365 3,000
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CORPS OF ENGINEERS—FLOOD CONTROL, MISSISSIPPI RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES—Continued

[In thousands of dollars]

Project title

Budget estimate

Committee
recommendation

ATCHAFALAYA BASIN, LA

MISSISSIPPI DELTA REGION, LA
HORN LAKE CREEK, MS

BACKWATER PUMP, MS

DALTA HEADWATERS PROJECT, MS
MAIN STEM, MS

REFORMULATION UNIT, MS

YAZ0O BASIN, TRIBUTARIES, MS

NONCONNAH CREEK, TN & MS

WOLF RIVER, MEMPHIS, TN

HELENA HARBOR, PHILLIPS COUNTY, AR

INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, AR

ST. FRANCIS BASIN, AR & MO

WHITE RIVER BACKWATER, AR

INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, IL

INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, KY

ATCHAFALAYA BASIN, LA

BAYOU COCODRIE AND TRIBUTARIES, LA

BONNET CARRE, LA

INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, LA

MISSISSIPPI DELTA REGION, LA

OLD RIVER, LA

GREENVILLE HARBOR, MS

INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, MS

VICKSBURG HARBOR, MS

YAZ0O BASIN:

ARKABUTLA LAKE, MS
BIG SUNFLOWER RIVER, MS

ENID LAKE, MS

GREENWOOD, MS

GRENADA LAKE, MS
MAIN STEM, MS

SARDIS LAKE, MS

TRIBUTARIES, MS

YAZOO CITY, MS

INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, MO

WAPPAPELLO LAKE, MO

INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, TN

MEMPHIS HARBOR, MCKELLAR LAKE, TN

MAPPING

ATCHAFALAYA BASIN, FLOODWAY SYSTEM, LA 7,768 8,000

14,075 15,000

3,200 3,200

395

12,000

MISSISSIPPI AND LOUISIANA ESTUARINE AREAS, LA & MS 30

YAZ0O BASIN, BIG SUNFLOWER RIVER, MS 890 1,000

17,000

25

500

205 205

YAZ0O BASIN, UPPER YAZOO PROJECTS, MS 6,645 12,000

ST. JOHNS BAYOU AND NEW MADRID FLOODWAY, MO 1,000

2,618 3,200

1,600

Subtotal, CONSTRUCTION 124,477 170,385
MAINTENANCE

CHANNEL IMPROVEMENT, AR, IL, KY, LA, MS, MO & TN 69,688 69,688

370 370

466 466

LOWER ARKANSAS RIVER, NORTH BANK, AR 105 105

LOWER ARKANSAS RIVER, SOUTH BANK, AR 135 135

MISSISSIPPI RIVER LEVEES, AR, IL, KY, LA, MS, MO & TN 6,340 7,000

7,505 9,000

TENSAS BASIN, BOEUF AND TENSAS RIVERS, AR & LA 2,400 2,400

1,290 1,290

50 50

35 35

ATCHAFALAYA BASIN, FLOODWAY SYSTEM, LA 2,450 2,450

13,335 13,335

BATON ROUGE HARBOR, DEVIL SWAMP, LA 15 281

85 85

1,975 1,975

550 550

LOWER RED RIVER, SOUTH BANK LEVEES, LA 2,207 2,207

910 910

9,915 9,915

TENSAS BASIN, RED RIVER BACKWATER, LA 3,425 3,425

30 250

296 296

35 345

(32,050) (40,645)

6,300 7,500

170 2,800

5,505 6,200

650 850

6,170 7,000

1,480 3,480

8,630 9,500

1,135 1,135

WILL M WHITTINGTON AUX CHAN, MS 470 470

YAZOO BACKWATER AREA, MS 730 900

810 810

167 167

4,265 4,265

101 101

1,010 1,010

1,235 1,235

162,440 173,986

SUBTOTAL, MAINTENANCE
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CORPS OF ENGINEERS—FLOOD CONTROL, MISSISSIPPI RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES—Continued

[In thousands of dollars]

Project title Budget estimate |, Commitee
REDUCTION FOR ANTICIPATED SAVINGS AND SLIPPAGE —13,274 —23,806
TOTAL, FLOOD CONTROL, MISSISSIPPI RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES .......ccccvvvevreenee. 280,000 329,000

The Committee believes that it is essential to provide adequate
resources and funding to the Mississippi River and Tributaries pro-
gram in order to protect the large investment in flood control facili-
ties. Although much progress has been made, considerable work re-
mains to be done for the protection and economic development of
the rich national resources in the Valley. The Committee expects
the additional funds to be used to advance ongoing studies, initiate
new studies, and advance important construction and maintenance
work. In conjunction with efforts to optimize use of the additional
funding provided, the Committee expects the Corps to make the
necessary adjustments in lower priority activities and non-critical
work in order to maximize the public benefit within the Mississippi
River and Tributaries program.

General Investigations

Southeast Arkansas, AR.—The Committee has included $100,000
for the continued study of the Southeast Arkansas project.

Tensas River Basin, LA.—The Committee has included $200,000
to continue the feasibility phase of the Tensas River Basin study.

Construction

Mississippi River Levees, AR, IL, KY, LA, MS, MO, & TN.—The
Committee has included $47,000,000 for the continuation of the
construction on the Mississippi River Levees project, including the
plans and specifications and initiation of construction on the Lower
Mississippi River Museum and Riverfront Interpretive Site.

Yazoo Basin, Mississippi, Yazoo Backwater Project (Pumping
Plant and Nonstructural Features), MS.—The Committee has in-
cluded $12,000,000 and statutory language directing the Corps to
complete the design of the pumping plant, real estate acquisition
and the initiation of the pump supply contract.

Yazoo Basin, Mississippi, Mississippi Delta Headwaters Project,
MS.—The Committee has included $17,000,000 for this essential
project which consists of sixteen watersheds with efforts including
bank stabilization to grade control structures and channel modi-
fications.

Maintenance

Mississippi River Levees, AR, IL, KY, LA, MS, MO, & TN.—The
Committee recommendation includes $7,000,000 which includes
funds for gravel surfacing at selected locations.

St. Francis River and Tributaries, AR & MO.—An additional
$1,495,000 has been provided above the budget request for mainte-
nance items in Missouri.
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Grand Prairie Region, AR.—The Committee has included bill
language directing the Corps, using previously appropriated funds,
to continue construction of the water withdrawal features associ-
ated with the project as directed in the conference report accom-
panying the Energy and Water Development Appropriations Act,
2002.

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, GENERAL

Appropriations, 2003 $1,927,556,000
Budget estimate, 2004 ...... . 1,939,000,000
Committee recommendation ...........ccccoeeeeeiivreeeeeieiiiiiieee e 1,949,000,000

The budget request and the approved Committee allowance are
shown on the following table:

CORPS OF ENGINEERS—OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE

[In thousands of dollars]

Project title Budget estimate recg%nr]nrgrlwtégﬁion
ALABAMA
ALABAMA-COOSA COMPREHENSIVE WATER STUDY, AL 285 285
ALABAMA-COOSA RIVER, AL 2,961 2,961
BAYOU LA BATRE, AL 2,000 2,000
BLACK WARRIOR AND TOMBIGBEE RIVERS, AL 22,100 23,100
GULF INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY, AL 5,000 5,000
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, AL 50 50
MILLERS FERRY LOCK AND DAM, WILLIAM 5,429
MOBILE HARBOR, AL 19,040 22,040
ROBERT F HENRY LOCK AND DAM, AL 5,726 5,726
SCHEDULING RESERVOIR OPERATIONS, AL 100 100
TENNESSEE-TOMBIGBEE WATERWAY WILDLIFE MITIGATION, AL ...cvoorvvirerriereeieeerieniins 1,500 1,500
TENNESSEE-TOMBIGBEE WATERWAY, AL AND MS 21,500 22,500
WALTER F GEORGE LOCK AND DAM, AL AND GA 6,892 6,892
ALASKA
ANCHORAGE HARBOR, AK 2,969 2,969
CHENA RIVER LAKES, AK 3,259 3,259
COOK INLET SHOALS, AK 1,000
CORDOVA HARBOR, AK 400 400
DILLINGHAM HARBOR, AK 906 906
HOMER HARBOR, AK 370 370
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, AK 41 41
NINILCHIK HARBOR, AK 239 239
NOME HARBOR, AK 285 1,285
PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, AK 533 533
ARIZONA
ALAMO LAKE, AZ 1,563 1,563
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, AZ 87 87
PAINTED ROCK DAM, AZ 1,498 1,498
SCHEDULING RESERVOIR OPERATIONS, AZ 35 35
WHITLOW RANCH DAM, AZ 184 184
ARKANSAS
BEAVER LAKE, AR 4,297 4,297
BLAKELY MT DAM, LAKE OUACHITA, AR 6,126 6,126
BLUE MOUNTAIN LAKE, AR 1,751 1,751
BULL SHOALS LAKE, AR 5,180 5,180
DARDANELLE LOCK AND DAM, AR 5319 5319
DEGRAY LAKE, AR 7,103 7,103
DEQUEEN LAKE, AR 1,567 1,567
DIERKS LAKE, AR 1,131 1,131
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CORPS OF ENGINEERS—OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE—Continued

[In thousands of dollars]

Project title

Budget estimate

Committee

recommendation
GILLHAM LAKE, AR 1,531 1,531
GREERS FERRY LAKE, AR 6,391 6,391
HELENA HARBOR, PHILLIPS COUNTY, AR 25 400
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, AR 192 192
MCCLELLAN-KERR ARKANSAS RIVER NAVIGATION SYSTEM, AR ..o 29,493 35,493
MILLWOOD LAKE, AR 1,503 1,503
NARROWS DAM, LAKE GREESON, AR 5,559 5,559
NIMROD LAKE, AR 2,036 2,036
NORFORK LAKE, AR 3,471 3,471
OSCEOLA HARBOR, AR 25 750
OUACHITA AND BLACK RIVERS, AR AND LA 10,221 10,221
0ZARK-JETA TAYLOR LOCK AND DAM, AR 3,917 3,917
PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, AR 6 6
WHITE RIVER, AR 200 200
YELLOW BEND PORT, AR 15 126

CALIFORNIA
BLACK BUTTE LAKE, CA 2,269 2,269
BODEGA BAY, CA 2,800
BUCHANAN DAM, H V EASTMAN LAKE, CA 2,526 2,526
COYOTE VALLEY DAM, LAKE MENDOCINO, CA 3,401 3,401
DRY CREEK (WARM SPRINGS) LAKE AND CHANNEL, CA 4,421 4,421
FARMINGTON DAM, CA 341 341
HIDDEN DAM, HENSLEY LAKE, CA 2,621 2,621
HUMBOLDT HARBOR AND BAY, CA 6,945 6,945
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, CA 1,167 1,167
ISABELLA LAKE, CA 1,365 1,365
LOS ANGELES-LONG BEACH HARBOR MODEL, CA 175 175
LOS ANGELES COUNTY DRAINAGE AREA, CA 4,931 4,931
MERCED COUNTY STREAMS, CA 280 280
MOJAVE RIVER DAM, CA 282 282
MORRO BAY HARBOR, CA 1,460 1,460
NEW HOGAN LAKE, CA 2,789 2,789
NEW MELONES LAKE, DOWNSTREAM CHANNEL, CA 1,697 1,697
OAKLAND HARBOR, CA 6,785 9,285
OCEANSIDE HARBOR, CA 1,160 1,160
PETALUMA RIVER, CA 1,250
PINE FLAT LAKE, CA 2,732 2,732
PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, CA 1,960 1,960
RICHMOND HARBOR, CA 6,250 6,250
SACRAMENTO RIVER (30 FOOT PROJECT), CA 2,106 2,106
SACRAMENTO RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES (DEBRIS CONTROL), CA ....oevvrveeiriiesirerieeireens 1,255 1,255
SAN DIEGO RIVER AND MISSION BAY, CA 60 60
SAN FRANCISCO BAY, DELTA MODEL STRUCTURE, CA 1,273 1,273
SAN FRANCISCO HARBOR AND BAY, CA (DRIFT REMOVAL) 2,189 2,189
SAN FRANCISCO HARBOR, CA 2,092 2,092
SAN JOAQUIN RIVER, CA 2,065 3,000
SANTA ANA RIVER BASIN, CA 3,815 3,815
SANTA BARBARA HARBOR, CA 1,905 1,905
SCHEDULING RESERVOIR OPERATIONS, CA 1,447 1,447
SUCCESS LAKE, CA 2,132 2,132
SUISUN BAY CHANNEL, CA 5,172 5172
TERMINUS DAM, LAKE KAWEAH, CA 1,818 1,818
VENTURA HARBOR, CA 2,910 2,910
YUBA RIVER, CA 66 66
COLORADO

BEAR CREEK LAKE, CO 282 282
CHATFIELD LAKE, CO 1,690 2,023
CHERRY CREEK LAKE, CO 839 1,172
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, CO 92 92
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CORPS OF ENGINEERS—OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE—Continued

[In thousands of dollars]

Project title

Budget estimate

Committee

recommendation
JOHN MARTIN RESERVOIR, CO 2,338 2,338
SCHEDULING RESERVOIR OPERATIONS, CO 292 292
TRINIDAD LAKE, CO 1,441 1,775
CONNECTICUT
BLACK ROCK LAKE, CT 343 343
COLEBROOK RIVER LAKE, CT 459 459
HANCOCK BROOK LAKE, CT 252 252
HOP BROOK LAKE, CT 857 857
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, CT 81 81
LONG ISLAND SOPUND, TREATMENT OF DREDGE MATERIAL, CT 500
MANSFIELD HOLLOW LAKE, CT 406 406
NORTHFIELD BROOK LAKE, CT 330 330
NORWALK HARBOR, CT 1,000
PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, CT 1,303 1,303
SOUTHPORT HARBOR, CT 500
STAMFORD HURRICANE BARRIER, CT 353 353
THOMASTON DAM, CT 442 442
WEST THOMPSON LAKE, CT 452 452
DELAWARE
INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY, DELAWARE R TO CHESAPEAKE BAY, D 14,994 14,994
INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY, REHOBOTH BAY TO DELAWARE BAY, D 48 48
PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, DE 55 55
WILMINGTON HARBOR, DE 4,366 4,366
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, DC 7 7
POTOMAC AND ANACOSTIA RIVERS, DC (DRIFT REMOVAL) 1,100 1,100
PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, DC 35 35
WASHINGTON HARBOR, DC 50 50
FLORIDA
CANAVERAL HARBOR, FL 3,800 3,800
CENTRAL AND SOUTHERN FLORIDA, FL 13,005 13,005
ESCAMBIA AND CONECUH RIVERS, FL 1,000 1,000
FERNANDINA HARBOR, FL 2,556 2,556
FORT PIERCE HARBOR, FL 65 65
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, FL 200 200
INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY, JACKSONVILLE TO MIAMI, FL 680 1,880
JACKSONVILLE HARBOR, FL 6,551 6,551
JIM WOODRUFF LOCK AND DAM, LAKE SEMINOLE, FL, AL AND GA ....coovvvvrrerririeniierienns 6,686 6,686
MIAMI HARBOR, FL 1,515 1,515
MIAMI RIVER, FL 5,850 5,850
OKEECHOBEE WATERWAY, FL 4316 4,316
PALM BEACH HARBOR, FL 1,916 1,916
PANAMA CITY HARBOR, FL 500 500
PENSACOLA HARBOR, FL 1,500 1,500
PORT EVERGLADES HARBOR, FL 1,255 1,255
PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, FL 1,000 1,000
REMOVAL OF AQUATIC GROWTH, FL 3,400 3,400
TAMPA HARBOR, FL 3,985 3,985
GEORGIA
ALLATOONA LAKE, GA 6,000 6,000
APALACHICOLA, CHATTAHOOCHEE AND FLINT RIVERS, GA, AL & ....coooriverierireeiecirseeisein 1,500 4,709
ATLANTIC INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY, GA 178 178
BRUNSWICK HARBOR, GA 3,993 3,993
BUFORD DAM AND LAKE SIDNEY LANIER, GA 9,100 9,100
CARTERS DAM AND LAKE, GA 10,012 10,012
HARTWELL LAKE, GA AND SC 13,964 13,964
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CORPS OF ENGINEERS—OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE—Continued

[In thousands of dollars]

Project title

Budget estimate

Committee

recommendation
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, GA 41 41
J STROM THURMOND LAKE, GA AND SC 11,747 11,747
RICHARD B RUSSELL DAM AND LAKE, GA AND SC 1,746 8,746
SAVANNAH HARBOR, GA 12,540 12,540
SAVANNAH RIVER BELOW AUGUSTA, GA 154 154
WEST POINT DAM AND LAKE, GA AND AL 6,600 6,600
HAWAII
BARBERS POINT HARBOR, HI 176 176
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, HI 191 191
MANELE SMALL BOAT HARBOR, HI 656 656
PORT ALLEN HARBOR, KAUAI, HI 90 90
PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, HI 485 485
IDAHO
ALBENI FALLS DAM, ID 2,202 2,202
DWORSHAK DAM AND RESERVOIR, ID 2,271 3,271
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, ID 72 72
LUCKY PEAK LAKE, ID 2,167 2,167
SCHEDULING RESERVOIR OPERATIONS, ID 394 394
ILLINOIS
CALUMET HARBOR AND RIVER, IL AND IN 3,985 3,985
CARLYLE LAKE, IL 4,410 4,410
CHICAGO HARBOR, IL 2,319 2,319
CHICAGO RIVER, IL 362 362
FARM CREEK RESERVOIRS, IL 213 213
ILLINOIS WATERWAY (MVR PORTION), IL AND IN 25,726 25,726
ILLINOIS WATERWAY (MVS PORTION), IL AND IN 1,889 1,889
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, IL 546 546
KASKASKIA RIVER NAVIGATION, IL 1,688 1,688
LAKE MICHIGAN DIVERSION, IL 537 537
LAKE SHELBYVILLE, IL 5,495 5,495
MISS RIVER BTWN MO RIVER AND MINNEAPOLIS (MVR PORTION) ... 44,429 45,429
MISS RIVER BTWN MO RIVER AND MINNEAPOLIS (MVS PORTION) ... 17,374 18,374
PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, IL 30 30
REND LAKE, IL 4818 4818
SURVEILLANCE OF NORTHERN BOUNDARY WATERS, IL 111 111
WAUKEGAN HARBOR, IL 2,027 2,027
INDIANA
BROOKVILLE LAKE, IN 684 684
BURNS WATERWAY HARBOR, IN 2,774 2,774
CAGLES MILL LAKE, IN 635 635
CECIL M HARDEN LAKE, IN 745 745
INDIANA HARBOR, IN 316 316
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, IN 346 346
J EDWARD ROUSH LAKE, IN 951 951
MICHIGAN CITY HARBOR, IN 1,970 1,970
MISSISSINEWA LAKE, IN 1,234 1,234
MONROE LAKE, IN 762 762
PATOKA LAKE, IN 687 687
PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, IN 55 55
SALAMONIE LAKE, IN 681 681
SURVEILLANCE OF NORTHERN BOUNDARY WATERS, IN 115 115
IOWA
CORALVILLE LAKE, IA 3,037 3,700
FORT MADISON, 1A 50
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, 1A 190 190
MISSOURI RIVER—KENSLERS BEND, NE TO SIOUX CITY, IA 157 157
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[In thousands of dollars]

Project title Budget estimate recg%n:ng:wtégiion
MISSOURI RIVER—RULO TO MOUTH, IA, NE, KS AND MO 5,355 6,000
MISSOURI RIVER—SIOUX CITY TO RULO, IA AND NE 2,260 2,260
MUSCATINE, 1A 205
RATHBUN LAKE, 1A 3,438 3,438
RED ROCK DAM AND LAKE RED ROCK, IA 3,663 5,000
SAYLORVILLE LAKE, 1A 4,223 4,223
SCHELDULING RESERVOIR OPERATIONS, 1A 334
KANSAS
CLINTON LAKE, KS 1,857 1,857
COUNCIL GROVE LAKE, KS 1,760 1,760
EL DORADO LAKE, KS 939 939
ELK CITY LAKE, KS 650 650
FALL RIVER LAKE, KS 1,385 1,500
HILLSDALE LAKE, KS 759 759
JOHN REDMOND DAM AND RESERVOIR, KS 2,025 2,025
KANOPOLIS LAKE, KS 1,269 1,269
MARION LAKE, KS 2,443 3,000
MELVERN LAKE, KS 1,731 1,731
MILFORD LAKE, KS 2,783 2,783
PEARSON-SKUBITZ BIG HILL LAKE, KS 984 984
PERRY LAKE, KS 2,090 2,890
POMONA LAKE, KS 1,931 1,931
SCHEDULING RESERVOIR OPERATIONS, KS 129 129
TORONTO LAKE, KS 464 464
TUTTLE CREEK LAKE, KS 1,839 1,839
WILSON LAKE, KS 1,377 1,377
KENTUCKY
BARKLEY DAM AND LAKE BARKLEY, KY AND TN 8,902 8,902
BARREN RIVER LAKE, KY 2,484 2,484
BIG SANDY HARBOR, KY 35 35
BUCKHORN LAKE, KY 1,394 1,394
CARR CREEK LAKE, KY 1,448 1,448
CAVE RUN LAKE, KY 819 819
DEWEY LAKE, KY 1,636 1,636
ELVIS STAHR (HICKMAN) HARBOR, KY 25
FISHTRAP LAKE, KY 1,681
GRAYSON LAKE, KY 1,241
GREEN AND BARREN RIVERS, KY 1,205
GREEN RIVER LAKE, KY 2,359
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, KY 97
KENTUCKY RIVER, KY 17
LAUREL RIVER LAKE, KY 1,572
MARTINS FORK LAKE, KY 583
MIDDLESBORO CUMBERLAND RIVER BASIN, KY 92
NOLIN LAKE, KY 2,056
OHIO RIVER LOCKS AND DAMS, KY, IL, IN AND OH 31,372
OHIO RIVER OPEN CHANNEL WORK, KY, IL, IN AND OH 4,560
PAINTSVILLE LAKE, KY 1,030
PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, KY 6
ROUGH RIVER LAKE, KY 2,848
TAYLORSVILLE LAKE, KY 981
WOLF CREEK DAM, LAKE CUMBERLAND, KY 10,670
YATESVILLE LAKE, KY 1,082
LOUISIANA
ATCHAFALAYA RIVER AND BAYOUS CHENE, BOEUF AND BLACK, L .......ccooorrveeerrenerrvicrircrnreens 19,367 20,367
BARATARIA BAY WATERWAY, LA 286 3,000
BAYOU BODCAU RESERVOIR, LA 864 864
BAYOU LAFOURCHE AND LAFOURCHE JUMP WATERWAY, LA 133 1,200
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CORPS OF ENGINEERS—OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE—Continued

[In thousands of dollars]
Project tit Budget estimat Committee

Ject title udget estimate | - ocommendation
BAYOU LACOMBE, LA 315
BAYOU PIERRE, LA 31 31
BAYOU SEGNETTE WATERWAY, LA 165 1,300
BAYOU TECHE AND VERMILION RIVER, LA 35 35
BAYOU TECHE, LA 48 354
CADDO LAKE, LA 183 183
CALCASIEU RIVER AND PASS, LA 12,064 12,064
FRESHWATER BAYOU, LA 1,558 1,558
GULF INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY, LA 19,418 19,418
HOUMA NAVIGATION CANAL, LA 1,242 1,242
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, LA 797 797
J BENNETT JOHNSTON WATERWAY, LA 12,013 15,013
LAKE PROVIDENCE HARBOR, LA 32 121
MADISON PARISH PORT, LA 13 80
MERMENTAU RIVER, LA 2,651 2,651
MISSISSIPPI RIVER OUTLETS AT VENICE, LA 1,841 5,116
MISSISSIPPI RIVER, BATON ROUGE TO THE GULF OF MEXICO, .....coovveerreeereeereeereeeeereeeenns 56,206 56,206
MISSISSIPPI RIVER, GULF OUTLET, LA 13,485 13,485
PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, LA 80 80
REMOVAL OF AQUATIC GROWTH, LA 2,000 2,000
WALLACE LAKE, LA 312 312
WATERWAY FROM EMPIRE TO THE GULF, LA 7 247
WATERWAY FROM INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY TO B DULAC, LA ..o 37 237

MAINE
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, ME 17 17
KENNEBEC RIVER, ME 45 45
NARRAGUAGUS, ME 1,000
PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, ME 1,886 1,886
SCARGOROUGH RIVER, ME 500
SURVEILLANCE OF NORTHERN BOUNDARY WATERS, ME 17 17
WELLS HARBOR, ME 50 50

MARYLAND
BALTIMORE HARBOR ANCHORAGES AND CHANNELS, MD AND VA .....ccoiiieiireemrreereeeeeeneenns 68 68
BALTIMORE HARBOR AND CHANNELS (50 FOOT), MD 18,416 18,416
BALTIMORE HARBOR, MD (DRIFT REMOVAL) 500 500
BALTIMORE HARBOR, MD (PREVENTION OF OBSTRUCTIVE DEPOSI ......ccoomrveerrrrerceeereeeenns 676 676
CHESTER RIVER, MD 930 930
CUMBERLAND, MD AND RIDGELEY, WV 165 165
FISHING CREEK, MD 300
HONGA RIVER AND TAR BAY, MD 80 1,500
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, MD 34 34
JENNINGS RANDOLPH LAKE, MD AND WV 1,774 1,774
KNAPPS NARROWS, MD 651 651
OCEAN CITY HARBOR AND INLET AND SINEPUXENT BAY, MD 960 960
POCOMOKE RIVER, MD 989 989
PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, MD 365 365
SCHEDULING RESERVOIR OPERATIONS, MD 96 96
TILGHVMAN ISLAND HARBO, MD 555
TOLCHESTER CHANNEL, MD 1,364 1,364
UPPER THOROFARE, SOMERSET, MD 792
WICOMICO RIVER, MD 1,514 1,514
MASSACHUSETTS

AUNT LYDIA'S COVE, CHATHAM, MA 300 300
BARRE FALLS DAM, MA 486 486
BIRCH HILL DAM, MA 450 450
BOSTON HARBOR, MA 3,000 3,000
BUFFUMVILLE LAKE, MA 447 a47
CAPE COD CANAL, MA 1,772 1,772
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CORPS OF ENGINEERS—OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE—Continued

[In thousands of dollars]

Project title

Budget estimate

Committee

recommendation
CHARLES RIVER NATURAL VALLEY STORAGE AREA, MA 227 227
CONANT BROOK LAKE, MA 171 171
EAST BRIMFIELD LAKE, MA 301 301
GREEN HARBOR, MA 310 310
HODGES VILLAGE DAM, MA 428 428
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, MA 114 114
KNIGHTVILLE DAM, MA 453 453
LITTLEVILLE LAKE, MA 364 364
NEW BEDFORD FAIRHAVEN AND ACUSHNET HURRICANE BARRIER, ......ccccovvvmvirimrirriierireens 300 300
NEW BEDFORD AND FAIRHAVEN HARBOR, MA 500
PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, MA 1,316 1,316
TULLY LAKE, MA 412 412
WEST HILL DAM, MA 573 573
WESTVILLE LAKE, MA 407 407

MICHIGAN
ARCADIA HARBOR, MI 20 20
BLACK RIVER, PORT HURON, MI 16 16
CHANNELS IN LAKE ST. CLAIR, MI 466 466
CHARLEVOIX HARBOR, MI 119 119
DETROIT RIVER, MI 3,458 3,458
FRANKFORT HARBOR, MI 3,112 3,112
GRAND HAVEN HARBOR, MI 810 810
HOLLAND HARBOR, MI 618 618
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, MI 153 153
KEWEENAW WATERWAY, MI 428 428
LELAND HARBOR, MI 20 170
LEXINGTON HARBOR, MI 10 10
LITTLE LAKE HARBOR, MI 12 208
LUDINGTON HARBOR, MI 946 946
MANISTEE HARBOR, MI 227 227
MARQUETTE HARBOR, MI 10 10
MENOMINEE HARBOR, MI AND WI 154 154
MONROE HARBOR, MI 138 138
MUSKEGON HARBOR, MI 21 21
ONTONAGON HARBOR, MI 473 473
PENTWATER HARBOR, MI 45 45
PORT AUSTIN HARBOR, MI 20 214
PORT SANILAC HARBOR, Mi 27 27
PORTAGE LAKE HARBOR, MI 1,167 1,167
PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, MI 182 182
ROUGE RIVER, MI 177 177
SAGINAW RIVER, MI 2,001 2,501
SAUGATUCK HARBOR, MI 1,203 1,203
SEBEWAING RIVER (ICE JAM REMOVAL), MI 7 7
ST. CLAIR RIVER, MI 1,565 1,565
ST. JOSEPH HARBOR, MI 561 561
ST. MARYS RIVER, MI 19,092 19,092
SURVEILLANCE OF NORTHERN BOUNDARY WATERS, Mi 2,410 2,410
MINNESOTA

BIGSTONE LAKE WHETSTONE RIVER, MN AND SD 255 255
DULUTH-SUPERIOR HARBOR, MN AND WI 4,991 4,991
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, MN 107 107
LAC QUI PARLE LAKES, MINNESOTA RIVER, MN 568 568
MINNESOTA RIVER, MN 175 175
MISS RIVER BTWN MO RIVER AND MINNEAPOLIS (MVP PORTION) ......ccccoovvvvvirmrirnriirerirenns 36,056 36,056
ORWELL LAKE, MN 1,045 1,045
PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, MN 67 67
RED LAKE RESERVOIR, MN 99 99
RESERVOIRS AT HEADWATERS OF MISSISSIPPI RIVER, MN 4,196 4,196
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SURVEILLANCE OF NORTHERN BOUNDARY WATERS, MN
MISSISSIPPI

ARKABUTLA LAKE, MS
BILOXI HARBOR, MS

273

CLAIBORNE COUNTY PORT, MS
EAST FORK, TOMBIGBEE RIVER, MS
ENID LAKE, MS
GRENADA LAKE, MS
GULFPORT HARBOR, MS
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, MS
MOUTH OF YAZOO RIVER, MS
OKATIBBEE LAKE, MS
PASCAGOULA HARBOR, MS
PEARL RIVER, MS AND LA
PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, MS
ROSEDALE HARBOR, MS
SARDIS LAKE, MS
WOLF AND JORDAN RIVERS, MS

YAZOO RIVER, MS

MISSOURI

CARUTHERSVILLE HARBOR, MO
CLARENCE CANNON DAM AND MARK TWAIN LAKE, MO
CLEARWATER LAKE, MO
HARRY S TRUMAN DAM AND RESERVOIR, MO
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, MO
LITTLE BLUE RIVER LAKES, MO
LONG BRANCH LAKE, MO
MISS RIVER BTWN THE OHIO AND MO RIVERS (REG WORKS), MO w..ooovvrers
NEW MADRID HARBOR, MO
POMME DE TERRE LAKE, MO
PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, MO
SCHEDULING RESERVOIR OPERATIONS, MO
SMITHVILLE LAKE, MO
STOCKTON LAKE, MO
SOUTHEAST MISSOURI PORT, MO

30
6,440
1,959

10,977

817
850
875
18,099

1,828
316

1,118
5,362

TABLE ROCK LAKE, MO
UNION LAKE, MO
WAPPAPELLO LAKE, MO

MONTANA

FT PECK DAM AND LAKE, MT
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, MT
LIBBY DAM, LAKE KOOCANUSA, MT
SCHEDULING RESERVOIR OPERATIONS, MT

NEBRASKA

GAVINS POINT DAM, LEWIS AND CLARK LAKE, NE AND SD
HARLAN COUNTY LAKE, NE
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, NE
MISSOURI R MASTER WTR CONTROL MANUAL, NE, IA, KS, MO, .....cccoooirrrrrrrcevceiciissserernes
PAPILLION CREEK AND TRIBUTARIES LAKES, NE
SALT CREEK AND TRIBUTARIES, NE

NEVADA

INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, NV
MARTIS CREEK LAKE, NV AND CA
PINE AND MATHEWS CANYONS LAKES, NV

NEW HAMPSHIRE

BLACKWATER DAM, NH

5,772
10
234

5413

1,453
87

8,422
1,486
122
350
564
708

43
552
288

461

273

5413

1,453
87

8,422
1,486
122
350
564
708

43
552
368

461
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COCHECO RIVER, NH 1,000
EDWARD MACDOWELL LAKE, NH 481 481
FRANKLIN FALLS DAM, NH 500 500
HOPKINTON-EVERETT LAKES, NH 887 887
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, NH 12 12
NEW HAMPSHIRE UPLAND DISPOSAL SITE 300
OTTER BROOK LAKE, NH 537 537
PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, NH 300 300
SURRY MOUNTAIN LAKE, NH 498 498
NEW JERSEY
BARNEGAT INLET, NJ 1,520 1,520
COLD SPRING INLET, NJ 500 500
DELAWARE RIVER AT CAMDEN, NJ 20 20
DELAWARE RIVER, PHILADELPHIA TO THE SEA, NJ, PA AND DE .....ovvoirireieiesireiiecens 19,290 20,800
DELAWARE RIVER, PHILADELPHIA, PA TO TRENTON, NJ 3,615 3,715
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, NJ 89 89
NEW JERSEY INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY, NJ 1,815 1,815
NEWARK BAY, HACKENSACK AND PASSAIC RIVERS, NJ 100 100
MANAQUAN RIVER, NJ 175
PASSAIC RIVER FLOOD WARNING SYSTEMS, NJ 425 425
PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, NJ 785 785
RARITAN RIVER, NJ 450 450
SANDY HOOK BAY AT LEONARD, NJ 70 70
SALEM RIVER, NJ 825
SHARK RIVER, NJ 70 70
NEW MEXICO
ABIQUIU DAM, NM 1,712 3,882
COCHITI LAKE, NM 2,569 7,079
CONCHAS LAKE, NM 1,560 2,460
GALISTEO DAM, NM 434 634
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, NM 137 137
JEMEZ CANYON DAM, NM 637 3,287
SANTA ROSA DAM AND LAKE, NM 1,176 1,646
SCHEDULING RESERVOIR OPERATIONS, NM 221 221
TWO RIVERS DAM, NM 463 463
UPPER RIO GRANDE WATER OPERATIONS MODEL, NM 1,500
NEW YORK
ALMOND LAKE, NY 471 471
ARKPORT DAM, NY 275 275
BARCELONA HARBOR, NY 3 3
BLACK ROCK CHANNEL AND TONAWANDA HARBOR, NY 2,950 2,950
BROWNS CREEK, NY 80 80
BUFFALO HARBOR, NY 1,263 1,263
BUTTERMILK CHANNEL, NY 300 300
CATTARAUGUS CREEK HARBOR, NY 5 5
DUNKIRK HARBOR, NY 305 305
EAST ROCKAWAY INLET, NY 140 140
EAST SIDNEY LAKE, NY 500 500
FIRE ISLAND INLET TO JONES INLET, NY 2,350 2,350
GLEN COVE CREEK, NY 100 100
HUDSON RIVER CHANNEL, NY 350 350
HUDSON RIVER, NY (MAINT) 2,510 2,510
HUDSON RIVER, NY (0&C) 2,935 2,935
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, NY 454 454
JAMAICA BAY, NY 140 140
LONG ISLAND INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY, NY 2,000 2,000
MORICHES INLET, NY 30 630
MT. MORRIS LAKE, NY 2,753 2,753
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NEW YORK AND NEW JERSEY CHANNELS, NY 3,660 3,660
NEW YORK HARBOR, NY 4,460 4,460
NEW YORK HARBOR, NY AND NJ (DRIFT REMOVAL) 5,344 5,344
NEW YORK HARBOR, NY (PREVENTION OF OBSTRUCTIVE DEPOSIT ......ovverrverreerreeeireneenns 750 750
OLCOTT HARBOR, NY 5 5
PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, NY 1,220 1,220
ROCHESTER HARBOR, NY 55 55
RONDOUT HARBOR, NY 150 150
SAG HARBOR, NY 100 100
SHINNECOCK INLET, NY 416 1,500
SOUTHERN NEW YORK FLOOD CONTROL PROJECTS, NY 774 174
STURGEON POINT HARBOR, NY 20 20
SURVEILLANCE OF NORTHERN BOUNDARY WATERS, NY 586 586
WHITNEY POINT LAKE, NY 1,044 1,044
WILSON HARBOR, NY 3 3

NORTH CAROLINA
ATLANTIC INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY, NC 831 831
B EVERETT JORDAN DAM AND LAKE, NC 1,993 1,993
BEAUFORT HARBOR, NC 400 400
BOGUE INLET AND CHANNEL, NC 866 866
CAPE FEAR RIVER ABOVE WILMINGTON, NC 803 803
CAROLINA BEACH INLET, NC 1,088 1,088
FALLS LAKE, NC 2,113 2,113
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, NC 33 33
LOCKWOODS FOLLY RIVER, NC 1,017 1,017
MANTEQ (SHALLOWBAG) BAY, NC 6,390 6,390
MASONBORO INLET AND CONNECTING CHANNELS, NC 50 50
MOREHEAD CITY HARBOR, NC 12,917 12,917
NEW RIVER INLET, NC 839 839
NEW TOPSAIL INLET AND CONNECTING CHANNELS, NC 665 665
PAMLICO AND TAR RIVERS, NC 219 219
PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, NC 75 75
ROANOKE RIVER, NC 178 178
W KERR SCOTT DAM AND RESERVOIR, NC 2,853 2,853
WILMINGTON HARBOR, NC 6,906 6,906
NORTH DAKOTA
BOWMAN-HALEY LAKE, ND 163 163
GARRISON DAM, LAKE SAKAKAWEA, ND 12,664 12,964
HOMME LAKE, ND 921 921
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, ND 68 68
LAKE ASHTABULA AND BALDHILL DAM, ND 1,944 1,944
PIPESTEM LAKE, ND 461 461
SCHEDULING RESERVOIR OPERATIONS, ND 113 113
SOURIS RIVER, ND 340 340
SURVEILLANCE OF NORTHERN BOUNDARY WATERS, ND 29 29
OHIO

ALUM CREEK LAKE, OH 699 1,500
ASHTABULA HARBOR, OH 1,245 1,245
BERLIN LAKE, OH 1,690 1,690
CAESAR CREEK LAKE, OH 1,490 1,490
CLARENCE J BROWN DAM, OH 888 888
CLEVELAND HARBOR, OH 3,235 3,235
CONNEAUT HARBOR, OH 579 879
COOLEY CANAL, OH 20 20
DEER CREEK LAKE, OH 637 637
DELAWARE LAKE, OH 1,181 1,181
DILLON LAKE, OH 532 532
FAIRPORT HARBOR, OH 735 735
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HURON HARBOR, OH 108 108
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, OH 210 210
LORAIN HARBOR, OH 4,483 4,483
MASSILLON LOCAL PROTECTION PROJECT, OH 25 25
MICHAEL J KIRWAN DAM AND RESERVOIR, OH 793 793
MOSQUITO CREEK LAKE, OH 1,176 1,176
MUSKINGUM RIVER LAKES, OH 7,799 7,799
NORTH BRANCH KOKOSING RIVER LAKE, OH 185 185
PAINT CREEK LAKE, OH 788 788
PORT CLINTON HARBOR, OH 10 10
PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, OH 129 129
ROCKY RIVER, OH 3 503
ROSEVILLE LOCAL PROTECTION PROJECT, OH 30 30
SANDUSKY HARBOR, OH 825 825
SURVEILLANCE OF NORTHERN BOUNDARY WATERS, OH 165 165
TOLEDO HARBOR, OH 4,004 4,004
TOM JENKINS DAM, OH 238 238
TOUSSAINT RIVER, OH 20 20
VERMILION HARBOR, OH 28 528
WEST FORK OF MILL CREEK LAKE, OH 455 455
WEST HARBOR, OH 3 503
WILLIAM H HARSHA LAKE, OH 941 941

OKLAHOMA
ARCADIA LAKE, OK 715 715
BIRCH LAKE, OK 482 482
BROKEN BOW LAKE, 0K 1,684 1,684
CANDY LAKE, OK 20 20
CANTON LAKE, 0K 2,302 2,302
COPAN LAKE, 0K 707 707
EUFAULA LAKE, 0K 5,889 5,889
FORT GIBSON LAKE, 0K 6,463 6,463
FORT SUPPLY LAKE, OK 846 846
GREAT SALT PLAINS LAKE, 0K 514 514
HEYBURN LAKE, OK 612 612
HUGO LAKE, OK 1,638 1,638
HULAH LAKE, 0K 1,230 1,230
KAW LAKE, OK 2,016 2,016
KEYSTONE LAKE, OK 6,834 6,834
OOLOGAH LAKE, 0K 2,099 2,099
OPTIMA LAKE, OK 406 406
PENSACOLA RESERVOIR, LAKE OF THE CHEROKEES, OK 35 35
PINE CREEK LAKE, 0K 921 921
ROBERT S KERR LOCK AND DAM AND RESERVOIRS, 0K 4,275 4,495
SARDIS LAKE, 0K 1,096 1,096
SCHEDULING RESERVOIR OPERATIONS, OK 387 387
SKIATOOK LAKE, OK 1,353 1,353
TENKILLER FERRY LAKE, 0K 3,217 3,217
WAURIKA LAKE, OK 1,241 1,241
WEBBERS FALLS LOCK AND DAM, OK 6,551 6,551
WISTER LAKE, 0K 948 948
OREGON

APPLEGATE LAKE, OR 666 666
BLUE RIVER LAKE, OR 261 261
BONNEVILLE LOCK AND DAM, OR AND WA 4,849 4,849
CHETCO RIVER, OR 300
COLUMBIA AND LWR WILLAMETTE R BLW VANCOUVER, WA AND PORTLA ......cccooovrrmrrirernenns 16,674 16,674
COLUMBIA RIVER AT THE MOUTH, OR AND WA 10,028 10,028
COLUMBIA RIVER BETWEEN VANCOUVER, WA AND THE DALLES, O ....covovrrvrierireriecirens 382 382
C00S BAY, OR 3,598 3,598
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COQUILLE RIVER, OR 300
COTTAGE GROVE LAKE, OR 724 124
COUGAR LAKE, OR 3,577 3,577
DEPOE SLOUGH, OR 400
DETROIT LAKE, OR 2,002 2,002
DORENA LAKE, OR 535 535
FALL CREEK LAKE, OR 464 464
FERN RIDGE LAKE, OR 956 956
GREEN PETER-FOSTER LAKES, OR 2,545 2,545
HILLS CREEK LAKE, OR 4,895 4,895
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, OR 161 161
JOHN DAY LOCK AND DAM, OR AND WA 4,038 4,538
LOOKOUT POINT LAKE, OR 2,027 2,027
LOST CREEK LAKE, OR 5,154 5,154
MCNARY LOCK AND DAM, OR AND WA 5,484 5,484
PORT ORFORD, OR 300
PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, OR 200 200
SCHEDULING RESERVOIR OPERATIONS, OR 60 60
SIUSLAW RIVER, OR 200
SURVEILLANCE OF NORTHERN BOUNDARY WATERS, OR 134 134
TILLAMOOK BAY AND BAR, WA 300
WILLAMETTE RIVER AT WILLAMETTE FALLS, OR 259 259
WILLAMETTE RIVER BANK PROTECTION, OR 58 58
WILLOW CREEK LAKE, OR 599 599
YAQUINA BAY AND HARBOR, OR 1,228 1,228

PENNSYLVANIA

ALLEGHENY RIVER, PA 4,596 4,596
ALVIN R BUSH DAM, PA 712 712
AYLESWORTH CREEK LAKE, PA 254 254
BELTZVILLE LAKE, PA 1,095 1,095
BLUE MARSH LAKE, PA 2,810 2,810
CONEMAUGH RIVER LAKE, PA 962 962
COWANESQUE LAKE, PA 3,118 3,118
CROOKED CREEK LAKE, PA 1,369 1,369
CURWENSVILLE LAKE, PA 743 743
EAST BRANCH CLARION RIVER LAKE, PA 1,057 1,057
ERIE HARBOR, PA 135 135
FOSTER JOSEPH SAYERS DAM, PA 789 789
FRANCIS E WALTER DAM, PA 681 1,000
GENERAL EDGAR JADWIN DAM AND RESERVOIR, PA 348 348
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, PA 271 271
JOHNSTOWN, PA 997 997
KINZUA DAM AND ALLEGHENY RESERVOIR, PA 1,437 1,437
LOYALHANNA LAKE, PA 885 885
MAHONING CREEK LAKE, PA 820 820
MONONGAHELA RIVER, PA 15,158 15,158
OHIO RIVER LOCKS AND DAMS, PA, OH AND WV 22,504 22,504
OHIO RIVER OPEN CHANNEL WORK, PA, OH AND WV 488 488
PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, PA 21 21
PROMPTON LAKE, PA 455 455
PUNXSUTAWNEY, PA 17 17
RAYSTOWN LAKE, PA 5,674 5,674
SCHEDULING RESERVOIR OPERATIONS, PA 57 57
SCHUYLKILL RIVER, PA 1,360 1,360
SHENANGO RIVER LAKE, PA 1,829 1,829
STILLWATER LAKE, PA 385 385
SURVEILLANCE OF NORTHERN BOUNDARY WATERS, PA 79 79
TIOGA-HAMMOND LAKES, PA 3,852 3,852
TIONESTA LAKE, PA 1,790 1,790
UNION CITY LAKE, PA 224 224




55

CORPS OF ENGINEERS—OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE—Continued

[In thousands of dollars]

Project title

Budget estimate

Committee

recommendation
WOODCOCK CREEK LAKE, PA 810 810
YORK INDIAN ROCK DAM, PA 691 691
YOUGHIOGHENY RIVER LAKE, PA AND MD 1,804 1,804

RHODE ISLAND
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, RI 6 6
PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, RI 2,163 2,163
PROVIDENCE RIVER AND HARBOR, RI 21,000 21,000
SOUTH CAROLINA
ATLANTIC INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY, SC 269 1,432
CHARLESTON HARBOR, SC 9,740 10,500
COOPER RIVER, CHARLESTON HARBOR, SC 3,380 3,380
FOLLY RIVER, SC 271 452
GEORGETOWN HARBOR, SC 2,719 2,719
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, SC 26 26
MURRELLS INLET, SC 45 45
PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, SC 229 229
TOWN CREEK, SC 419 419
SOUTH DAKOTA
BIG BEND DAM, LAKE SHARPE, SD 6,715 6,715
CHEYENNE RIVER SIOUX TRIBE, LOWER BRULE, SD 5,000
COLD BROOK LAKE, SD 238 238
COTTONWOOD SPRINGS LAKE, SD 192 192
FORT RANDALL DAM, LAKE FRANCIS CASE, SD 6,873 6,873
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, SD 21 21
LAKE TRAVERSE, SD AND MN 907 907
MISSOURI R BETWEEN FORT PECK DAM AND GAVINS PT, SD, MT ..o 410 410
OAHE DAM, LAKE OAHE, SD AND ND 13,768 13,768
SCHEDULING RESERVOIR OPERATIONS, SD 48 48
TENNESSEE
CENTER HILL LAKE, TN 8,604 8,604
CHEATHAM LOCK AND DAM, TN 5,612 5,612
CHICKAMAUGA LOCK, TN 2,480 2,480
CORDELL HULL DAM AND RESERVOIR, TN 3,870 3,870
DALE HOLLOW LAKE, TN 6,120 6,120
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, TN 127 127
J PERCY PRIEST DAM AND RESERVOIR, TN 3,150 3,150
OLD HICKORY LOCK AND DAM, TN 7,685 7,685
PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, TN 6 6
TENNESSEE RIVER, TN 16,521 18,826
WOLF RIVER HARBOR, TN 20 510
TEXAS

AQUILLA LAKE, TX 589 589
ARKANSAS-RED RIVER BASINS CHLORIDE CONTROL—AREA VI ...t 1,262 1,262
BARBOUR TERMINAL CHANNEL, TX 659 659
BARDWELL LAKE, TX 1,598 1,598
BELTON LAKE, TX 3,299 3,299
BENBROOK LAKE, TX 2,038 2,038
BUFFALO BAYOU AND TRIBUTARIES, TX 2,413 2,413
CANYON LAKE, TX 2,770 2,770
CORPUS CHRISTI SHIP CHANNEL, TX 6,650 6,650
DENISON DAM, LAKE TEXOMA, TX 8,500 8,800
ESTELLINE SPRINGS EXPERIMENTAL PROJECT, TX 3 3
FERRELLS BRIDGE DAM, LAKE 0" THE PINES, TX 2,660 2,660
FREEPORT HARBOR, TX 4,500 4,500
GALVESTON HARBOR AND CHANNEL, TX 4,676 4,676
GRANGER DAM AND LAKE, TX 1,568 1,568
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GRAPEVINE LAKE, TX 2,596 2,596
GULF INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY, TX 21,329 21,329
HORDS CREEK LAKE, TX 1,223 1,223
HOUSTON SHIP CHANNEL, TX 13,539 13,539
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, TX 256 256
JIM CHAPMAN LAKE, TX 1,141 1,141
JOE POOL LAKE, TX 626 626
LAKE KEMP, TX 487 487
LAVON LAKE, TX 3,312 3,312
LEWISVILLE DAM, TX 3,124 3,124
MATAGORDA SHIP CHANNEL, TX 4,690 4,690
NAVARRO MILLS LAKE, TX 1,597 1,597
NORTH SAN GABRIEL DAM AND LAKE GEORGETOWN, TX 1,711 1,711
0 C FISHER DAM AND LAKE, TX 1,419 1,419
PAT MAYSE LAKE, TX 794 794
PROCTOR LAKE, TX 1,683 1,683
PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, TX 50 50
RAY ROBERTS LAKE, TX 689 689
SABINE-NECHES WATERWAY, TX 8,849 8,849
SAM RAYBURN DAM AND RESERVOIR, TX 5,618 5,618
SCHEDULING RESERVOIR OPERATIONS, TX 190 190
SOMERVILLE LAKE, TX 3,323 3,323
STILLHOUSE HOLLOW DAM, TX 2,487 2,487
TEXAS CITY SHIP CHANNEL, TX 1,000
TEXAS WATER ALLOCATION ASSESSMENT, TX 100 100
TOWN BLUFF DAM, B A STEINHAGEN LAKE, TX 1,946 1,946
WACO LAKE, TX 2,316 2,316
WALLISVILLE LAKE, TX 958 958
WHITNEY LAKE, TX 4,695 4,695
WRIGHT PATMAN DAM AND LAKE, TX 3,404 3,404

UTAH
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, UT 65 65
SCHEDULING RESERVOIR OPERATIONS, UT 464 464
VERMONT
BALL MOUNTAIN LAKE, VT 651 651
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, VT 42 42
NARROWS OF LAKE CHAMPLAIN, VT AND NY 50 50
NORTH HARTLAND LAKE, VT 582 582
NORTH SPRINGFIELD LAKE, VT 621 621
TOWNSHEND LAKE, VT 595 595
UNION VILLAGE DAM, VT 545 545
WINHALL BROOK, VT 830
VIRGINIA

ATLANTIC INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY—ACC, VA 1,991 1,991
ATLANTIC INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY—DSC, VA 1,033 1,033
BONUM CREEK, VA 705 705
CAPE CHARLES CITY HARBOR, VA 25 25
CHINCOTEAGUE INLET, VA 915 915
GATHRIGHT DAM AND LAKE MOOMAW, VA 1,756 1,756
HAMPTON CREEK, VA 733 733
HAMPTON RDS, NORFOLK AND NEWPORT NEWS HBR, VA (DRIFT REM 1,200 1,200
HOSKINS CREEK, VA 1,479 1,479
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, VA 111 111
JAMES RIVER CHANNEL, VA 3,107 3,107
JOHN H KERR LAKE, VA AND NC 10,839 10,839
JOHN W FLANNAGAN DAM AND RESERVOIR, VA 1,341 1,341
LYNNHAVEN INLET, VA 200 200
MONROE BAY AND CREEK, VA 422 422
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NORFOLK HARBOR, VA 7,115 7,115
NORFOLK HARBOR, VA (PREVENTION OF OBSTRUCTIVE DEPOSITS .......cccoveeevemrrinerireeireeens 200 200
NORTH FORK OF POUND RIVER LAKE, VA 343 343
OYSTER CHANNEL, VA 310 310
PHILPOTT LAKE, VA 3,854 3,854
PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, VA 750 750
QUINBY CREEK, VA 40 40
RUDEE INLET, VA 1,180 1,180
WATERWAY ON THE COAST OF VIRGINIA, VA 1,285 1,285
YORK RIVER, VA 1,585 1,585

WASHINGTON
BELLINGHAM HARBOR, WA 50 50
CHIEF JOSEPH DAM, WA 711 711
COLUMBIA RIVER BTN CHINOOK AND HEAD, WA 500
EVERETT HARBOR AND SNOHOMISH RIVER, WA 1,579 1,579
GRAYS HARBOR AND CHEHALIS RIVER, WA 8,377 8,371
HOWARD HANSON DAM, WA 2,050 2,050
ICE HARBOR LOCK AND DAM, WA 1,770 7,770
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, WA 295 295
LAKE CROCKETT (KEYSTONE HARBOR), WA 7 7
LAKE WASHINGTON SHIP CANAL, WA 6,262 6,262
LITTLE GOOSE LOCK AND DAM, WA 1,342 1,342
LOWER GRANITE LOCK AND DAM, WA 2,074 2,074
LOWER MONUMENTAL LOCK AND DAM, WA 2,004 2,004
MILL CREEK LAKE, WA 1,196 1,196
MT ST HELENS SEDIMENT CONTROL, WA 263 263
MUD MOUNTAIN DAM, WA 2,931 2,931
PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, WA 347 347
PUGET SOUND AND TRIBUTARY WATERS, WA 961 961
SCHEDULING RESERVOIR OPERATIONS, WA 472 472
SEATTLE HARBOR, WA 985 985
STILLAGUAMISH RIVER, WA 254 254
SURVEILLANCE OF NORTHERN BOUNDARY WATERS, WA 62 62
SWINOMISH CHANNEL, WA 520 520
TACOMA, PUYALLUP RIVER, WA 115 115
THE DALLES LOCK AND DAM, WA AND OR 3,278 3,278
WILLAPA RIVER AND HARBOR, WA 510 510
WEST VIRGINIA
BEECH FORK LAKE, WV 1,061 1,061
BLUESTONE LAKE, WV 1,074 1,074
BURNSVILLE LAKE, WV 1,446 1,446
EAST LYNN LAKE, WV 1,609 1,609
ELKINS, Wv 18 18
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, WV 106 106
KANAWHA RIVER LOCKS AND DAMS, WV 7,655 7,655
OHIO RIVER LOCKS AND DAMS, WV, KY AND OH 24,270 24,270
OHIO RIVER OPEN CHANNEL WORK, WV, KY AND OH 2,366 2,366
R D BAILEY LAKE, WV 1,457 1,457
STONEWALL JACKSON LAKE, WV 836 836
SUMMERSVILLE LAKE, WV 1,469 1,469
SUTTON LAKE, WV 1,785 1,785
TYGART LAKE, WV 4,195 4,195
WISCONSIN

EAU GALLE RIVER LAKE, WI 1,599 1,599
FOX RIVER, WI 3,929 3,929
GREEN BAY HARBOR, WI 3,492 3,492
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, WI 47 47
KENOSHA HARBOR, WI 178 178
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CORPS OF ENGINEERS—OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE—Continued

[In thousands of dollars]

Project title Budget estimate recgll%n:nrgllwté?éion

KEWAUNEE HARBOR, WI 120 120
MANITOWOC HARBOR, WI 63 63
MILWAUKEE HARBOR, WI 781 781
PORT WASHINGTON HARBOR, WI 170 170
PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, Wi 96 96
SHEBOYGAN HARBOR, WI 991 991
STURGEON BAY HARBOR AND LAKE MICHIGAN SHIP CANAL, WI .....ovomeeiieiinrireriecireeens 317 317
SURVEILLANCE OF NORTHERN BOUNDARY WATERS, WI 472 472
TWO RIVERS HARBOR, WI 1,200 1,200

WYOMING
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, WY 11 11
JACKSON HOLE LEVEES, WY 1,217 1,217
SCHEDULING RESERVOIR OPERATIONS, WY 86 86
MISCELLANEOUS

AQUATIC NUISANCE CONTROL RESEARCH 725 1,025
AUTOMATED BUDGET SYSTEM (ABS) 285 285
COASTAL INLET RESEARCH PROGRAM 2,750 2,750
CULTURAL RESOURCES (NAGPRA/CURATION) 1,545 1,545
DREDGE WHEELER READY RESERVE 8,000 8,000
DREDGING DATA AND LOCK PERFORMANCE MONITORING SYSTEM .....coovvvvviinrirrrierirens 1,180 1,180
DREDGING OPERATIONS AND ENVIRONMENTAL RESEARCH (DOER) ......ccoovvvmereneriererneirenens 6,755 6,755
DREDGING OPERATIONS TECHNICAL SUPPORT PROGRAM 1,545 1,545
EARTHQUAKE HAZARDS REDUCTION PROGRAM 300 300
FACILITY PROTECTION 13,000 13,000
GREAT LAKES SEDIMENT TRANSPORT MODELS 1,000 1,000
HARBOR MAINTENANCE FEE DATA COLLECTION 675 675
INLAND WATERWAY NAVIGATION CHARTS 4,120 4,120
LONG TERM OPTION ASSESSMENT FOR LOW USE NAVIGATION ......ovvvvrereirniinriirerirenireeens 1,000 1,000
MONITORING OF COMPLETED NAVIGATION PROJECTS 1,750 1,750
NATIONAL DAM SAFETY PROGRAM 45 45
NATIONAL DAM SECURITY PROGRAM 30 30
NATIONAL EMERGENCY PREPAREDNESS PROGRAM (NEPP) 6,000 6,000
NATIONAL LEWIS AND CLARK COMMEMORATION COORDINATOR .......coueevmermerinereenereenenens 310 310
PERFORMANCE BASED BUDGETING SUPPORT PROGRAM 815 815
PROTECT, CLEAR AND STRAIGHTEN CHANNELS(SEC 3) 50 50
RECREATION MANAGEMENT SUPPORT PROGRAM (RMSP) 1,545 1,545
REGIONAL SEDIMENT MANAGEMENT DEMONSTRATION PROGRAM ........ovvmvvmerineriererneenenens 1,545 1,795
RELIABILITY MODELS PROGRAM FOR MAJOR REHABILITATION 675 675
REMOVAL OF SUNKEN VESSELS 500 650
WATER OPERATIONS TECHNICAL SUPPORT (WOTS) 725 725
WATERBORNE COMMERCE STATISTICS 4,745 4,745
REDUCTION FOR ANTICIPATED SAVINGS AND SLIPPAGE —13,491 —102,538
TOTAL, OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 1,933,571 1,949,000

The Committee continues to believe that it is essential to provide
adequate resources and attention to operation and maintenance re-
quirements in order to protect the large Federal investment. Yet,
current and projected budgetary constraints require the Committee
to limit the amount of work that can be accomplished in the fiscal
year. In order to cope with the current situation, the Corps has had
to defer or delay scheduled maintenance activities.

Maintenance backlogs continue to grow, with much of the back-
log being essential maintenance dredging needed to keep the Na-
tion’s ports, harbors, and waterways open and able to efficiently
handle important national and international trade activities. Yet,
the Committee is aware that out-year budget planning guidance for
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the Corps of Engineers projects that the current appropriations for
their critical operation and maintenance activities will continue to
decline for the foreseeable future. If additional resources are not
made available, the Committee will be forced to cut back on serv-
ices, and begin to terminate and close many projects and activities.

The Committee is aware of the Corps’ efforts to stretch the lim-
ited resources to cover all of its projects and to effect savings
through a variety of means. With an increasing number of projects
entering the inventory, and budgetary constraints increasing, it is
clear that the Corps will have to find innovative ways of accom-
plishing required maintenance work, while reducing operational
and other costs. Adjustments in lower-priority programs and non-
critical work should optimize limited resources while maximizing
the public benefit.

The budget request has proposed that no navigation project with
less than one billion ton-miles of cargo be eligible for maintenance
dredging. The Committee believes that this is in direct conflict with
the way projects are analyzed. Project analysis is based upon Eco-
nomic and Environmental Principles and Guidelines for Water and
Related Land Resources Implementation Studies (1983), the Corps
of Engineers Planning Guidance Notebook (2000), and other polices
and procedures. For navigation studies, the analysis centers on
transportation savings to the Nation considering the ultimate ori-
gins and destinations of commodities to be moved. Operation and
maintenance costs are considered as a part of this analysis and are
figured into the benefit to cost ratio utilized to make the invest-
ment decision. By applying an arbitrary ton-mile figure to deter-
mine O&M funding decisions, the budget request has essentially
obviated the need for any of the previous studies undertaken to de-
termine the investment decision.

The Committee is concerned about the annual proposals for re-
ductions of maintenance funding for “low use waterways and
ports”. These tributary waterways naturally do not enjoy the same
level of relative efficiencies as mainstem waterways. The Mis-
sissippi and Ohio Rivers handle tremendous volumes of traffic over
long distances and so generate impressive ton-mile statistics. Trib-
utaries, by nature, provide generally short, smaller channels with
lower traffic densities. Consequently, “ton-mile” statistics for tribu-
tary waterways are dwarfed by statistics for the mainstem water-
ways. It is important to recognize that the commerce on the tribu-
taries is usually only a small part of the total journey between pro-
ducer and consumer. When these statistics are compared on a sys-
tem basis, nearly all of these waterways appear to “pay their way”
and are performing as the economic analysis indicated when they
were originally authorized.

Uncertainties in maintenance funding for lower use projects, se-
riously impact their abilities to compete and become higher use fa-
cilities. Without funding to provide a stable channel and authorized
depths and widths, industries and shippers are reluctant to make
the necessary investments in using these projects. The Committee
believes that proposed elimination of maintenance funding for au-
thorized projects is not only a serious disservice to the public, but
is demonstrates a profound lack of respect for the congressional
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oversight committees that have jurisdiction for authorization and
deauthorization of such projects.

The Committee is not in favor of funding projects which are no
longer economically viable nor environmentally sustainable. Unfor-
tunately, the administration has chosen a path of under-funding, or
an entire lack of funding, for projects in an effort to achieve de
facto deauthorization through the appropriations process by uti-
lizing the billion-ton-mile model. Therefore, the Committee has de-
termined, in the best interest of the Corps, to deauthorize projects
which are listed as “inactive” by the Corps, those projects which
are authorized to which no funds have been obligated.

Further, the Committee believes much could be learned by the
open exchange of how “low use” waterways and ports are cal-
culated, for the billion-ton-mile does not adequately reflect the flow
of commerce today. The Committee remains concerned about the
economic impacts of not maintaining all of our waterways and
ports at their authorized depths. As a result of waterways not
being maintained at the authorized depths, shippers are forced to
divide their cargo and place it on a number of smaller ships in
order to make passage to the final destination, with an approxi-
mate cost to industry of $1,000,000,000 a year. This adds signifi-
cantly to the cost and time of the movement of products in and
around our waterways, something which the administration does
not appropriately take into account when formulating the budget
for the Corps. Therefore, the Committee strongly encourages the
administration to put forth a proposal for a model which better re-
flects the flow of goods along all of our ports and waterways, in-
cluding lightering. Until then, however, the Committee believes the
administration has the responsibility to budget for each and every
project such that the authorized widths and depths are maintained.

MANAGEMENT OF OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE FUNDS

The Committee is concerned that current and projected budg-
etary constraints will only exacerbate the increasing impact of in-
adequate funding necessary for the effective protection of the Fed-
eral investment in Corps of Engineers facilities. With that in mind,
the Committee feels it imperative that careful consideration be
given to the disposition of appropriated funds such that they are
applied effectively. It is the feeling of the Committee that too often,
surplus O&M funding is held and reprogrammed in one part of the
organization, while shortages in other parts of the organization
slow the execution of vital operation and maintenance of facilities.
Though the Committee has considered retracting the 100 percent
reprogramming authority, a privilege granted to the Corps, it in-
stead requests that the Corps, within 3 months of enactment of
this Act, report back to the Senate Appropriations Committee with
? phan for ensuring effective management and expenditure of O&M
unds.

CORPS HOPPER DREDGE FLEET

During fiscal year 2002, the Committee requested the General
Accounting Office [GAO] to review the benefits and effects of cur-
rent and proposed restrictions on the Corps’ hopper dredge fleet.
The Committee faces significant future investments in the Corps
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hopper dredge fleet, as it is rapidly aging. The Committee believes
that the investment decisions must take into consideration the sub-
sequent use of the fleet. The final GAO report, released March,
2003, reviewed the impacts of operational changes to the fleet since
fiscal year 1993. GAO’s findings made it clear to the Committee
that additional costs have been imposed upon the Corps with the
decreased use of the fleet, but that the benefits have not been real-
ized. Additionally, the GAO found that the Corps’ contracting proc-
ess for hopper dredges was not effective. Most importantly, the
GAO reported that the Corps of Engineers’ did not have even a lim-
ited system to evaluate the costs and benefits of the varying oper-
ational levels of its hopper dredge fleet, nor did it have a means
to make maintenance and repair decisions of the fleet taking oper-
ational use into consideration. The Committee remains concerned
that since 2000, the Corps has provided a report to Congress which
has been found to have no analytical basis, thus calling into ques-
tion the ready reserve policy.

Therefore, the Committee directs the Corps of Engineers to re-
port to the Committee within 6 months of enactment of this Act,
with a detailed plan of how it intends to rectify the current situa-
tion. The plan is to include how the Corps intends to establish a
baseline for determining the appropriate use of the Corps’ hopper
dredge fleet in the future. Finally, the Corps shall include a com-
prehensive analysis of the costs and benefits of the existing and
proposed restrictions on the use of the fleet. Overall, the Com-
mittee expects the Corps to put in place measures by which better
investment decisions regarding the fleet can be made.

Alabama-Coosa River, AL.—The Committee has included an ad-
ditional $2,961,000 for annual maintenance dredging of the Ala-
bama-Coosa River and for work at Swift Creek Park.

Black Warrior and Tombigbee Rivers, AL.—The Committee has
included an additional $1,000,000 for the removal of materials from
the upland disposal site and repairs to lock gates at Holt Lock.
Within the funds available, the Committee directs the Corps to
begin the relocation, process of office warehouse, shop, and dock fa-
cilities in Tuscaloosa, AL.

Tennessee-Tombigbee Waterway, AL & MS.—The Committee rec-
ommendation includes a total of $22,500,000. Within the funds pro-
vided, $1,500,000 is provided to maintain mitigation on State man-
aged lands.

McClellan-Kerr Navigation System, AR & OK.—The Committee
has included additional funding for Tainter gate replacement,
bridge pads and gate seals, and additional funding is provided for
Tar Creek, OK.

Bodega Bay, CA.—The Committee has provided funds for the
preparation of the upland disposal site for the dredging of Bodega

ay.

Oakland Harbor, CA.—The Committee has included an addi-
tional $2,500,000 for maintenance dredging of Oakland Harbor to
its authorized depth.

San Joaquin River, CA.—The Committee has included funds for
additional maintenance dredging.

Cherry Creek, Chatfield and Trinidad Lakes, CO.—The Com-
mittee has included $1,000,000 over the budget request for these
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three lakes. Frequent inundation of recreation areas are causing
health and safety concerns requiring repair or replacement of the
facilities. This action in no way is intended to alter the Corps of
Engineers’ lease and property accountability policies. It is the Com-
mittee’s understanding that the State of Colorado has agreed to
cost share this project on a 50-50 basis. It is also the under-
standing of the Committee that the Secretary is not to assume, nor
share in the future cost of the operation and maintenance of these
recreation facilities.

Treatment of Dredge Material from Long Island Sound, CT.—
$500,000 is provided to continue the demonstration program for the
use of innovative technologies for the treatment of dredge material
from Long Island Sound. The Committee also expects the Corps to
initiate work on the Environmental Impact Statement for open
water disposal of dredge material from Long Island Sound.

Intracoastal Waterway, Delaware River to Chesapeake Bay, DE &
MD.—The Committee recommendation is $14,994,000. Funds are
provided for routine operation and maintenance activities and for
immediate reimbursement to the State of Delaware for normal op-
eration and maintenance costs incurred by the State for the SR—
1 Bridge, from station 58 + 00 to station 293 + 00, between October
1, 2003 and September 30, 2004. The reimbursable costs include
electric lighting and associated late fees, power sweeping, drainage
cleaning, snow removal, surface deicing, and periodic bridge inspec-
tions. The Corps shall initiate necessary repairs to the SR—1 Bridge
once repair recommendations resulting from the bridge inspections
are received.

Apalachicola, Chattahoochee, and Flint Rivers, GA, AL, & FL.—
The Committee recommendation includes $4,709,000 which in-
cludes annual dredging of the river channel, annual operations and
maintenance of the George W. Andrews Lock, spot dredging of
shoals, continuation of slough mouth restorations, continuation of
restoration efforts at Corley Slough, and routine operations and
maintenance of the project.

Richard B. Russell Dam, GA & SC.—The Committee has in-
cluded an additional $1,000,000 for the mandated mitigation pay-
ment related to turbine operations at Richard B. Russell Dam.

Dworshak Reservoir, ID.—The Committee has included an addi-
tional $1,000,000 for critical work at the Dworshak Reservoir.

Mississippi River Between Missouri River and Minneapolis,
(MVR & MVS Portions), IL, IA, MN, MO, & WI.—The Committee
has provided an additional $1,000,000 above the budget request for
each portion for ongoing major maintenance items. The Corps
should give consideration to Tow Haulage Unit Replacement and
the conservation of the endangered Higgins Eye Mussel.

Coralville Lake, IA.—The Committee has included an additional
$663,000 above the budget request for needed repairs at Coralville
Lake.

Missourt River-Rulo to the Mouth, IA, NE, KS, & MO.—The
Committee has included an additional $645,000 above the budget
request for maintenance dredging.

Red Rock Dam and Lake Red Rock, IA.—The Committee has in-
cluded additional funds for stabilizing rim erosion, rebuilding of
pumps, and levee repairs at Red Rock Dam and Lake Red Rock.
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Fall River Lake, KS.—Additional funds are provided for needed
repairs at Fall River Lake.

Marion Lake, KS.—The Committee has included an additional
$557,000 for needed repairs at Marion Lake.

Perry Lake, KS.—The Committee has included additional funds
to complete the repair of the flood gates at Perry Lake.

Atchafalaya River and Bayous Chene, Boeuf and Black, LA.—The
Committee has provided additional funds for maintenance dredg-
ing.

Barataria Bay Waterway, LA.—The Committee has included ad-
ditional funds for maintaining the authorized depth of the project,
construction of a necessary breakwater, and dredging in the bar
channel.

J. Bennett Johnston Waterway, LA.—Funds provided above the
budget request are for bank stabilization repairs, dredging en-
trances to oxbow lakes, routine operation and maintenance activi-
ties, annual dredging requirements, and backlog maintenance.

Narraguagus River, ME.—$1,000,000 has been provided for the
drt(eldﬁing of the Narraguagus River to the authorized depth and
width.

Scarborough River, ME.—$500,000 has been provided for the
dredging of the Scarborough River.

Saginaw River, MI.—The Committee has included funding to ini-
tiate preparations for the maintenance dredging of the Saginaw
River.

Cocheco River, NH.—The Committee recommendation includes
$1,000,000 for the construction of the dredge disposal site.

Delaware River, Philadelphia to Trenton, NJ.—Of the funds pro-
vided, the Committee has included additional funds for needed
maintenance dredging.

Cochiti Lake, NM.—The recommendation includes full funding to
complete the necessary Environmental Impact Statement work re-
garding the lowering of water levels at Cochiti in response to the
requirements of the pending biological opinion on the Rio Grande.
Also funds are included for the alternative Al Black area.

Garrison Dam, Lake Sakakawea, ND.—The Committee has in-
clulded funding for limited facility improvements and mosquito con-
trol.

Alum Creek Lake, OH.—The Committee has included an addi-
tional $801,000 above the budget request to repair spillway gates
at Alum Creek Lake.

Conneaut Harbor, OH.—The Committee has included additional
funding for the dredging of Conneaut Harbor.

Robert S. Kerr Lock and Dam, OK.—The Committee has included
an additional $220,000 above the budget request for the repair of
the lock’s mitre gates.

Tar Creek, OK.—The Committee is aware of the significant envi-
ronmental, economic, and human health impacts caused by the
abandoned mining operations in the Tar Creek and Spring River
watersheds, located in Ottawa County, Oklahoma. The Committee
is aware of the extent and complexity of the problems which re-
quire a coordinated effort from multiple Federal, State, tribal, and
local agencies pursuant to the Memorandum of Understanding
among the Army Corps of Engineers, the Environmental Protection
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Agency, and the Department of Interior signed May 2003. Further,
the Committee expects the Corps to pursue efforts at Tar Creek as
its authorities allow.

Bonneville Lock and Dam, OR and WA.—Within available funds,
the Corps should begin repairs to the Washington Shore Visitor
Center’s Fish Viewing Building.

John Day Lock and Dam, OR and WA.—The Committee has pro-
vided $500,000 for serious safety repairs for this vital link in the
Columbia-Snake Waterway system. The Committee believes that
the budget request does not adequately address the serious nature
of the problems at this structure and has accordingly provided
funds above the budget request. The problems being experienced at
this structure are indicative of the way maintenance of structures
in the Federal inventory has been shortchanged. Timely, adequate
maintenance funding would have likely prevented the costly meas-
ures that must now be undertaken to correct the problems. The
Committee strongly encourages that adequate funding for mainte-
nance be included in future budget submissions.

Tillamook Bay and Bar, OR.—The Committee has included
$300,000 to begin the repairs in Tillamook Bay.

Francis E. Walter Dam, PA.—The Committee has included an ad-
ditional $319,000 above the budget request for the needed road re-
pair/relocation work.

Providence River and Harbor, RI.—The Committee has included
$21,000,000 to continue the Providence River and Harbor project,
which is the same as the administration’s request.

Atlantic Intracoastal Waterway, SC.—The Committee has in-
cluded additional funds to complete maintenance dredging from
Charleston to Winyah Bay began in fiscal year 2003.

Charleston Harbor, SC.—The Committee has included an addi-
tional $760,000 above the budget request for the dredging of the
entrance channel of Charleston Harbor.

Cheyenne River Sioux Tribe, Lower Brule Sioux, SD.—The Com-
mittee notes that Title VI of the Water Resources Development Act
of 1999, as amended, requires that funding to inventory and sta-
bilize cultural and historic sites along the Missouri River in South
Dakota, and to carry out the terrestrial wildlife habitat programs,
shall be provided from the Operation and Maintenance account.
The Committee has provided $5,000,000 to protect cultural re-
source sites and provide funding to the State and Tribes for ap-
proved restoration and stewardship plans and in compliance with
the requirements of Title VI, directs the Corps to contract with or
reimburse the State of South Dakota and affected Tribes to carry
out these duties.

Tennessee River, TN.—The Committee expects that of the funds
provided, $275,000 shall be made available to dredge Florence Port,
Alabama.

Denison Dam (Lake Texoma), TX.—The Committee has included
additional funding for the replacement of gate seals at Denison
Dam.

Texas City Ship Channel, TX.—The Committee recommendation
includes $1,000,000 for maintenance dredging of the Texas City
Ship Channel.
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Lower Granite Lock and Dam, WA.—The Committee has pro-
vided $2,074,000 for this project. Within available funds assess-
ments and improvements should be undertaken to prepare for the
Confluence Project in Asotin County, WA.

Aquatic Nuisance.—The Committee has included an additional
$300,000 above the budget request for the Corps to address the
hydrilla at Lake Owuachita, AR and aquatic nuisance on the
Tangipahoa River, LA.

Facility Protection.—The Committee has provided $13,000,000.
The Committee has been informed that this is the average annual
cost for guards at critical facilities.

Lewis and Clark Commemoration.—The Committee has provided
the budget request for the Lewis and Clark Commemoration Coor-
dinator. The Committee expects the Corps, within available funds,
to continue to perform maintenance and repair of the recreation fa-
cilities related to the Lewis and Clark Bicentennial Commemora-
tion. The Committee is aware of the lead-time required to repair
and rehabilitate recreational facilities for the Lewis and Clark Bi-
centennial Commemoration. Therefore, the Corps of Engineers
may, within available funds, perform maintenance and repair these
facilities as is considered necessary to accommodate the anticipated
visitor population.

Regional Sediment Management Demonstration Program.—Addi-
tional funds have been provided to initiate a demonstration project
at Benson Beach, WA.

Removal of Sunken Vessels.—The Committee has included an ad-
ditional $150,000 for the Corps to perform a detailed examination
of the remains of the vessel “State of Pennsylvania” located in the
Christina River in an effort to assess the cost and method of re-
moval to this impediment to navigation.

REGULATORY PROGRAM

Appropriations, 2003 .........ccccceeiiiiiiiie e $138,096,000
Budget estimate, 2004 ..........ccceeeeieeeeiiee e 144,000,000
Committee recommendation 139,000,000

An appropriation of $139,000,000 is recommended for the regu-
latory program of the Corps of Engineers.

This appropriation provides for salaries and costs incurred ad-
ministering regulation of activities affecting U.S. waters, including
wetlands, in accordance with the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899,
the Clean Water Act of 1977, and the Marine Protection, Research
and Sanctuaries Act of 1972.

The appropriation helps maintain program performance, protects
important aquatic resources, and supports partnerships with States
and local communities through watershed planning efforts.

The Committee is aware that in approving the certificate of pub-
lic convenience and necessity for the Islander East Pipeline project,
the FERC adopted a specific project purpose for the pipeline. In the
course of its 404 evaluations, the Committee understands the
Corps may have undertaken to alter that project purpose. The
Committee directs the Corps to rely exclusively on the project pur-
pose as established by the FERC and conduct their analysis of al-
ternatives accordingly.
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The Committee urges the Corps to take into account the geo-
graphical and/or hydrological conditions and criteria necessary for
determining jurisdiction, including such regulatory terms as adja-
cent, isolated, and tributary while formulating its proposed rule
which responds to the Supreme Court’s decision in Solid Waste
Agency of Northern Cook County v. U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
No. 99-1178.

FORMERLY UTILIZED SITES REMEDIAL ACTION PROGRAM

Appropriations, 2003 .........cccceiiiiiiiiiieee et $144,057,000
Budget estimate, 2004 ...........ccceeeeieeeeiiee e 140,000,000
Committee recommendation 140,000,000

The Committee recommends an appropriation of $140,000,000 to
continue activities related to the Formerly Utilized Sites Remedial
Action Program [FUSRAP] in fiscal year 2004.

The responsibility for the cleanup of contaminated sites under
the Formerly Utilized Sites Remedial Action Program was trans-
ferred to the Army Corps of Engineers in the Fiscal Year 1998 En-
ergy and Water Development Appropriations Act, Public Law 105—
62.

FUSRAP is not specifically defined by statute. The program was
established in 1974 under the broad authority of the Atomic En-
ergy Act and, until fiscal year 1998, funds for the cleanup of con-
taminated defense sites had been approprlated to the Department
of Energy through existing appropriation accounts. In appro-
priating FUSRAP funds to the Corps of Engineers, the Committee
intended to transfer only the responsibility for administration and
execution of cleanup activities at eligible sites where remediation
had not been completed. It did not intend to transfer ownership of
and accountability for real property interests that remain with the
Department of Energy.

The Corps of Engineers has extensive experience in the cleanup
of hazardous, toxic, and radioactive wastes through its work for the
Department of Defense and other Federal agencies. The Committee
always intended for the Corps’ expertise be used in the same man-
ner for the cleanup of contaminated sites under FUSRAP. The
Committee expects the Corps to continue programming and budg-
eting for FUSRAP as part of the Corps of Engineers—Civil pro-
gram.

REVOLVING FUND

Business Process and Computer Modernization

The Committee is aware that the Corps has undertaken an effort
to modernize its business processes and systems and understands
the efficiencies that may be gained through such an effort. How-
ever, the Committee remains very concerned that, to date, the
Project Management Business Plan [PMBP] and its associated com-
puter modernization (P2) have not been deployed. In addition, the
Committee is concerned that this effort may be outside the realm
of expertise and experience possessed within the Corps. Further,
the Committee is concerned that too much emphasis is being
placed on the process of their work, and that accomplishment of the
Corps mission is suffering at the hands of developing complicated
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business processes and upward reporting systems that are as yet
unproven. By its own acknowledgement, it is of utmost importance
to the Corps to attract and maintain high quality project manage-
ment expertise. Therefore the Committee is greatly concerned that
imposing a prescriptive project management system will undermine
the Corps’ ability to attract and maintain such expertise. In order
to ensure that desirable results are achieved, the Committee di-
rects the Corps’ to provide, within 45 days of enactment of this Act,
and quarterly thereafter, a progress report on the implementation
of the Project Management Business Plan [PMBP], and computer
modernization (P2) to the Committee. The report shall include
milestones for achieving desired goals, cost accounting describing
sunk costs and cost to complete, as well as results and cost savings
realized or expected. Notwithstanding the Committees desire to see
this effort expedited, the Corps is cautioned that the systems
should not be deployed until they are fully functional, and capable
of completely serving their intended purposes. Lastly, the Com-
mittee understands that the Corps has undertaken a survey of how
the Project Management Business Process is being received in the
field, and would be very interested in seeing the results of that sur-
vey.

Replacement of Corps of Engineers Aircraft

The Committee realizes that reliable and readily available trans-
portation is necessary for the Corps of Engineers to effectively per-
form many of its missions, especially those related to emergencies,
and that the Corps division offices support these missions in the
geographic regions for which they are responsible. The Committee
found the report required as part of the fiscal year 2003 appropria-
tions activities lacking and therefore directs the Corps to re-evalu-
ate the costs and benefits of the Corps maintaining its own aircraft.
This reanalysis must include all other options for air transpor-
tation, including the use of military aircraft. With constricted budg-
ets, the Committee is skeptical that the possession and mainte-
nance of an aircraft by any division or district is both cost-effective
and mission-essential when compared to alternatives, such as use
of military aircraft and leasing. Therefore, the Corps must present
to the House and Senate Appropriations Subcommittees on Energy
and Water Development a justification that includes a complete
and thorough economic analysis for approval before any additional
aircraft are acquired. The Corps is directed to submit, within 6
months, a justification and economic analysis to support the contin-
ued maintenance of aircraft by the Corps as an asset.

GENERAL EXPENSES

Appropriations, 20083 .........ccccceeiieiiiienieee e $154,143,000
Budget estimate, 2004 ..........ccceeeiieeeeiieeeieees 171,000,000
Committee recommendation 160,000,000

This appropriation finances the expenses of the Office, Chief of
Engineers, the Division Offices, and certain research and statistical
functions of the Corps of Engineers. The Committee recommenda-
tion is $160,000,000.
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Executive Direction and Management.—The Office of the Chief of
Engineers and eight division offices supervise work in 38 district
offices.

Humphreys Engineer Center Support Activity.—This support cen-
ter provides administrative services (such as personnel, logistics,
information management, and finance and accounting) for the Of-
fice of the Chief of Engineers and other separate field operating ac-
tivities.

Institute for Water Resources.—This institute performs studies
and analyses amd develops planning techniques for the manage-
ment and development of the Nation’s water resources.

United States Army Corps of Engineers Finance Center.—This
center provides centralizes support for all Corps finance and ac-
counting sites.

Office of Congressional Affairs.—The Committee has included
statutory language for the past several years prohibiting any funds
from being used to fund an Office of Congressional Affairs within
the executive office of the Chief of Engineers. The Committee be-
lieves that an Office of Congressional Affairs for the Civil Works
Program would hamper the efficient and effective coordination of
issues with the Committee staff and Members of Congress. The
Committee believes that the technical knowledge and managerial
expertise needed for the Corps headquarters to effectively address
Civil Works authorization, appropriation, and Headquarters policy
matters resides in the Civil Works organization. Therefore the
Committee strongly recommends that the office of Congressional
Affairs not be a part of the process by which information on Civil
Works projects, programs, and activities is provided to Congress.

The Committee reminds the Corps that the General Expenses
Account is to be used exclusively for executive oversight and man-
agement of the Civil Works Program.

In 1998, The Chief of Engineers issued a Command Directive
transferring the oversight and management of the General Ex-
penses account, as well as the manpower associated with this func-
tion, from the Civil Works Directorate to the Resource Manage-
ment Office. General Expense funds are appropriated solely for the
executive management and oversight of the Civil Works Program
under the direction of the Director of Civil Works.

The Committee is pleased with the efforts of the Corps to re-
structure the management of general expense funds. It continues
to believe that the general expense dollars are ultimately at the
discretion of the Chief of Engineers and are intended to be utilized
in his effort to carry out the Corps’ mission. The new controls put
in place to manage the general expense dollars and evaluate the
needs of the Corps address the Committee’s previous concerns. The
Committee requests the Corps provide biannual written notifica-
tion of the dispersal of general expense funds.

General Accounting Office Audit

The Committee is aware that there has been a change in which
entity conducts the financial audits of the Army Corps of Engi-
neers. Traditionally, audits on the Corps have been performed by
the Army Audit Agency [AAA] pursuant to the Chief Financial Offi-
cers Act of 1990. Since fiscal year 1993, AAA has audited the
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Corps’ at the direct delegation and oversight of the Department of
Defense Inspector General, which has concurred on each AAA audit
of the Corps. The Committee is further aware that AAA issued an
unqualified opinion of the Corps’ statements for the Southwest Di-
vision in fiscal year 1997. Disclaimers were received elsewhere
within the Corps’ financial statements that year primarily due to
automation of the Corps’ financial accounting systems. By fiscal
year 2000, most issues were resolved with regard to the out-
standing areas of AAA’s concerns and in fiscal year 2001, the Corps
received a qualified opinion on its balance sheets. This was done
with the full knowledge and concurrence of the Department of De-
fense Inspector General.

The Committee understands that the fiscal year 2002 audit is
uncompleted because AAA was abruptly relieved of its audit re-
sponsibilities of the Corps, now being handled by the Department
of Defense Inspector General. As a result of this change in audi-
tors, the Committee believes it is an opportune time to establish a
baseline for future audit work of the Corps, including audit stand-
ards and procedures as required by the CFO Act of 1990. There-
fore, the Committee requests that a full financial audit be con-
ducted by the General Accounting Office in an effort to establish
a baseline for future audit work. This audit is to include the finan-
cial evaluation information from both the Defense Inspector Gen-
eral that has assumed the work of AAA, as well as the work pre-
viously conducted by AAA. The Committee strongly believes that
this review will establish transparent goals and measures by which
future audits of the Corps will be conducted.

Corps Reevaluation and Transformation

The Committee applauds the Corps’ effort of reevaluating its
functions and responsibilities over the last year. This effort has
been done both internally and externally within the Corps and has
included a wide variety of stakeholders. The Committee is pleased
that the Corps has taken the initiative to address the many issues
facing them and their stakeholders, particularly given the many re-
cent controversies regarding cost/benefits analysis of Corps’
projects. The Committee supports the Corps’ efforts to transform
itself into a more effective, more responsive agency through the
“2012” initiative, and hopes that the Corps will be able to imple-
ment needed changes. However, until that roadmap is complete,
the Committee is reluctant to fund the full increase sought for the
“General Expense” account. Therefore, the Committee has included
$160,000,000 for the Corps, an increase over this year’s budget by
$6,000,000, approximately a 4 percent increase to cover inflation.
The Committee also directs the Corps of Engineers to continue
with this important effort and report regularly to the Committee
on the progress made and the impediments to change.

FLOOD CONTROL AND COASTAL EMERGENCIES

Appropriations, 2003 .........cccceeiiiiiiinieee e $14,902,000
Budget estimate, 2004 ..........ccoceeeviieriieiieieenen. 70,000,000
Committee recommendation 40,000,000

The Committee has included $40,000,000 for the FCCE account,
$30,000,000 over the previous fiscal year. The funds provided are
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less than the request and have been provided without prejudice.
The Committee believes that the amount provided better reflects
the constrained budget environment.

This account provides funds for preparedness activities for nat-
ural and other disasters, response, and emergency flood fighting
and rescue operations, hurricane response, and emergency shore
protection work. It also provides for emergency supplies of clean
water where the source has been contaminated or where adequate
supplies of water are needed for consumption.

RAPID DEPLOYMENT FLOOD WALL

The Committee is aware of the successful testing of the Rapid
Deployment Flood Wall at the Engineering Research and Develop-
ment Center in Vicksburg, Mississippi. This technology has proven
to be promising in the effort to fight floods, cost-effective, quick to
deploy and successful in protecting property from flood damage,
damages which total millions each year. The Committee therefore
encourages the Corps to pursue the use of this technology in its ef-
forts to fighting floods.

GENERAL PROVISIONS—CORPS OF ENGINEERS—CIVIL

Language included under Section 101 restates language con-
tained in the Energy and Water Development Appropriations Act,
2000, Public Law 106-60 which places a limit on credits and reim-
bursements allowable per project and annually.

SEC. 102. The Committee has included a provision which pro-
hibits the reorganization or change of the Corps and its statutory
mission without a subsequent Act of Congress.

SEC. 103. The Committee has included a new provision regarding
the Alamogordo, NM flood control project.

SEC. 104. The Committee has included a new provision regarding
the continuing contracts of the General Investigations Appropria-
tion.

SEC. 105. The Committee has provided a new provision making
technical corrections to the Kake Dam Replacement, Kake, Alaska
project.

SEC. 106. The Committee has included a new provision for the
deauthorization of inactive Corps projects.

SEC. 107. The Committee has included a general provision re-
garding the deauthorization of some components of the Federal
Channel in RI.

SEC. 108. The Committee has included a new provision regarding
Tar Creek, OK.

SEC. 109. The $2,000,000 of the Construction, General funds ap-
propriated in the Energy and Water Development Appropriations
Act, 2003, shall be used to provide, technical assistance at full Fed-
eral expense, to the Alaskan communities of Bethel, Dillingham,
Shishmaref, Kakatovik, Kivalina, Unalakleet, and Newtok to ad-
dress coastal erosion. Due to rapid erosion in Shishmaref,
$1,000,000 of the technical assistance should be provided to that
community.

SEC. 110. The Committee has included a new provision regarding
the American and Sacramento Rivers, CA project.
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The bill includes language in Section 111 which directs that none
of the funds made available in fiscal year 2002 may be used to
carry out any activity relating to closure or removal of the St.
Georges Bridge across the Intracoastal Waterway, Delaware River
to Chesapeake Bay, Delaware and Maryland.

SEC. 112. The Committee has included language extending the
date for which the Corps can except funds from non-Federal enti-
ties to process permits.

SEC. 113. The Committee has included a provision regarding Sec.
353 of Public Law 105-227.

SEC. 114. The Committee has included a new provision regarding
special authority for emergency project restoration.

SEC. 115. Amends Sec. 595 of the Water Resources Development
Act of 1999.

SEC. 116. The Committee has included a provision regarding
PMA receipts.



TITLE II—-DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

CENTRAL UTAH PROJECT COMPLETION ACCOUNT

Appropriations, 2008 ..........ccceereereeverveierietieree e ee et ereenens $35,992,000
Budget estimate, 2004 ..........ccoceviiiiiiiiieiee. 44,191,000
Committee recommendation 44,191,000

The Committee recommendation for fiscal year 2004 to carry out
the provisions of the Central Utah Project Completion Act totals
$44,191,000. An appropriation of $36,063,000 has been provided for
Central Utah project construction; $9,423,000 for fish, wildlife, and
recreation, mitigation and conservation. The Committee rec-
ommendation provides $1,728,000 for program administration and
oversight.

The Central Utah Project Completion Act (titles II-VI of Public
Law 102-575) provides for the completion of the central Utah
project by the Central Utah Water Conservancy District. The Act
also authorizes the appropriation of funds for fish, wildlife, recre-
ation, mitigation, and conservation; establishes an account in the
Treasury for the deposit of these funds and of other contributions
for mitigation and conservation activities; and establishes a Utah
Reclamation Mitigation and Conservation Commission to admin-
ister funds in that account. The Act further assigns responsibilities
for carrying out the Act to the Secretary of the Interior and pro-
hibits delegation of those responsibilities to the Bureau of Reclama-
tion.

BUREAU OF RECLAMATION
WATER AND RELATED RESOURCES

Appropriations, 2003 .........ccccceeiiiiiiiieee e $808,203,000
Budget estimate, 2004 ..........cccceeeviieiiieiieieene. 771,217,000
Committee recommendation 853,517,000

An appropriation of $853,517,000 is recommended by the Com-
mittee for general investigations of the Bureau of Reclamation. The
water and related resources account supports the development,
management, and restoration of water and related natural re-
sources in the 17 Western States. The account includes funds for
operating and maintaining existing facilities to obtain the greatest
overall level of benefits, to protect public safety, and to conduct
studies on ways to improve the use of water and related natural
resources. Work will be done in partnership and cooperation with
non-Federal entities and other Federal agencies.

BUDGET LIMITATIONS AND REDUCTIONS

Constrained spending limits have made it difficult for the Com-
mittee to formulate a balanced Energy and Water Development ap-
propriations bill for fiscal year 2004. In order to adhere to the sub-

(72)
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committee’s allocations, address the critical ongoing activities, cor-
rect program imbalances contained in the President’s fiscal year
2004 budget, and respond to the numerous requests of the Mem-
bers, the Committee finds it necessary to recommend numerous ad-
justments to funding levels proposed in the budget. Finally, the
Committee regrets that many worthwhile projects could not be rec-
ommended for funding because of the lack of authorization and the
shortfall in resources.

The Committee is concerned with the way in which under-
financing is applied to the Water and Related Resources Account.
Accordingly, the Committee has made changes to the Water and
Related Resources line item for underfinancing. The Committee has
divided underfinancing between the Resources Management Sub-
account and the Facilities Operation and Maintenance Subaccount.
The Committee directs that the underfinancing amount in each
subaccount initially be applied uniformly across all projects within
the subaccounts. Upon applying the underfinanced amounts, nor-
mal reprogramming procedures should be undertaken to account
for schedule slippages, accelerations or other unforeseen conditions.

The amounts recommended by the Committee are shown on the
following table along with the budget request.

BUILDING AND SITE SECURITY

The Committee is aware of the heightened threat of terrorist ac-
tivity since the events of September 11, 2001, and the subsequent
financial burden this places on the Bureau of Reclamation in man-
aging the security of the many public assets and critical infrastruc-
ture within its control. In order to offset some of the financial bur-
den of the Bureau, the Committee provided $25,000,000 in the fis-
cal year 2003 supplemental appropriations’ bill to defray some of
these costs, which were not included in the Bureau’s fiscal year
2003 budget request. The Committee encourages the Administra-
tion to include funding for specific security related costs in future
budget submissions for the Bureaus, as many of these costs are re-
curring.

BUREAU OF RECLAMATION—WATER AND RELATED RESOURCES

[In thousands of dollars]

Budget estimate Committee recommendation

Project title Resources Facilities Resources Facilities

management OM&R management OM&R

ARIZONA
AK CHIN INDIAN WATER RIGHTS SETTLEMENT ACT PROJECT ...cccovvvvve | s 5,783 | e 5,743
CENTRAL ARIZONA PROJECT, COLORADO RIVER BASIN ........... . 34,009 78 34,009 78
COLORADO RIVER BASIN SALINITY CONTROL PROJECT, TITLE | . 751 10,499 751 10,499
COLORADO RIVER FRONT WORK AND LEVEE SYSTEM ......cccccovvveerirnnen. 3,500 | oo §
FORT MCDOWELL SETTLEMENT ACT 1,000 .
NORTHERN ARIZONA INVESTIGATIONS PROGRAM .......cverrrrerrereereeeenns 325
PHOENIX METROPOLITAN WATER RECLAMATION AND REUSE PROJ ..... 250 250
SALT RIVER PROJECT 87 87

SOUTHERN ARIZONA WATER RIGHTS SETTLEMENT ACT PROJ .............. 4,017
SOUTH/CENTRAL ARIZONA INVESTIGATIONS PROGRAM .

TRES RIOS WETLANDS DEMONSTRATION
TUCSON AREA WATER RECLAMATION AND REUSE STUDY
YUMA AREA PROJECTS 1,652 21,120 1,552 21,120
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BUREAU OF RECLAMATION—WATER AND RELATED RESOURCES—Continued

[In thousands of dollars]

Project title

Budget estimate

Committee recommendation

Resources Facilities Resources Facilities
management management
CALIFORNIA
CACHUMA PROJECT 751 665 751 665
CALIFORNIA INVESTIGATIONS PROGRAMS . 215 215
CALLEGUAS MUNICIPAL WATER DISTRICT R 700 700
CENTRAL VALLEY PROJECT:
AMERICAN RIVER DIVISION 1,966 7,033 1,966 7,033
AUBURN-FOLSOM SOUTH UNIT 9,899 100 9,899 100
DELTA DIVISION 10,039 6,041 11,539 6,041
EAST SIDE DIVISION 1,465 2,450 1,465 2,450
FRIANT DIVISION 2,393 3,782 3,143 3,782
MISCELLANEOUS PROJECT PROGRAMS .........coovvvvveonerrvcvirisernriens 13,284 1,087 18,784 1,087
REPLACEMENTS, ADDITIONS, AND EXTRAORDINARY MAINT ........ | wccoovecrrirenene 24,000 | oo 18,000
SACRAMENTO RIVER DIVISION 4,215 1,808 6,715 1,808
SAN FELIPE DIVISION 745
SAN JOAQUIN DIVISION 383
SHASTA DIVISION 831
TRINITY RIVER DIVISION 7,616 2,970 7,616 2,970
WATER AND POWER OPERATIONS 1,800 11,076 1,800 11,076
WEST SAN JOAQUIN DIVISION, SAN LUIS UNIT ..corvvveeerrerirnnne 40,437 6,538 11,437 6,538
YIELD FEASIBILITY INVESTIGATION 1,000 .
LAKE TAHOE REGIONAL WETLANDS DEVELOPMENT .......ccoovvveirrrinerienns 200
LONG BEACH AREA WATER RECLAMATION AND REUSE PROJECT ........ L100 | v
LONG BEACH DESALINATION RESEARCH/DEVELOPMENT PROJ
MISSION BASIN BRACKISH GROUNDWATER DESALTING DEMO
NAPA-SOMOMA-MARIN AGRICULTURAL REUSE PROJECT
NORTH SAN DIEGO COUNTY AREA WATER RECYCLING PROJECT ......... 1,300
ORANGE COUNTY REGIONAL WTR RECLAMATION PROJ, PHS 1 ............ 1,300
ORLAND PROJECT 41
PASADENA RECLAIMED WATER PROJECT
SALTON SEA RESEARCH PROJECT 1,000
SAN DIEGO AREA WATER RECLAMATION PROGRAM .........commeervreverenns 4,300
SAN DIEGO RIVER RESTORATION
SAN GABRIEL BASIN PROJECT 1,300
SAN GABRIEL BASIN RESTORATION PROJECT
SAN JOSE WATER RECLAMATION AND REUSE PROGRAM ..........cccooeenns 1,000 | oo 1,000 | s
SOLANO PROJECT 1,522 2,693 1,522 2,693
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA INVESTIGATIONS PROGRAM .......ccomeerrreverns L135 | e LI35 | s
WATSONVILLE AREA WATER RECYCLING PROJECT
VENTURA RIVER PROJECT 529 | e 529 | o
COLORADO
ANIMAS-LA PLATA PROJECT, CRSP SECTIONS 5 AND 8 .........cccrmvevrreens 58,000 | .ooerrveverens YV\( N E—
COLLBRAN PROJECT 184 1,513 184 1,513
COLORADO—BIG THOMPSON PROJECT 12 10,198 12 10,198
COLORADO—BIG THOMPSON PROJECT—HORSETOOTH DAM .....cccovvee | e 3,153 | e 3,153
COLORADO INVESTIGATIONS PROGRAM U — X -
GRAND VALLEY UNIT, CRBSCP, TITLE Il 206 546 206 546
PARADOX VALLEY UNIT, CRBSCP, TITLE II ... 52 2,050 52 2,050
FRUITGROWERS DAM PROJECT 69 145 69 145
FRYINGPAN-ARKANSAS PROJECT 5,443 200 5,443
LEADVILLE/ARKANSAS RIVER RECOVERY .......ovvoerrirerrieceiincerereeeinns 593 1,838 593 1,838
MANCOS PROJECT 88 57 88 57
PINE RIVER PROJECT 141 113 141 113
SAN LUIS VALLEY PROJECT 356 4,237 356 4,237
UNCOMPAHGRE PROJECT 181 124 181 124
HAWAII
HAWAIIAN RECLAIM AND REUSE STUDY 100 1
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BUREAU OF RECLAMATION—WATER AND RELATED RESOURCES—Continued

[In thousands of dollars]

Project title

Budget estimate

Committee recommendation

Resources Facilities Resources Facilities
management management
IDAHO
BOISE AREA PROJECTS 2,637 4,047 2,637 4,047
COLUMBIA AND SNAKE RIVER SALMON RECOVERY PROJECT .............. 19,000 | oo 19,000 | v
DRAIN WATER MANAGEMENT STUDY, BOISE ......ovvrieierireireriens 200 200
IDAHO INVESTIGATIONS PROGRAM 580 . 580
MINIDOKA AREA PROJECTS 3,459 2,041 3,459
MINIDOKA NORTHSIDE DRAIN WATER MANAGEMENT PROJECT ........... 200 | s 200 | s
KANSAS
KANSAS INVESTIGATIONS PROGRAM 143 ] e, 143 ] s
WICHITA PROJECT 7 208 1 208
MONTANA
FORT PECK PRAIRIE RURAL WATER SYSTEM 8,000 | oo
HUNGRY HORSE PROJECT 1,056 | oo, 1,056
MILK RIVER PROJECT 1,045 558 1,045 558
MONTANA INVESTIGATIONS 533 | i 533 | i
ROCKY BOY'S/NORTH CENTRAL REGIONAL WATER, MT 915 | ws
NORTH DAKOTA
DAKOTAS INVESTIGATIONS PROGRAM 223
DAKOTAS TRIBES INVESTIGATIONS PROGRAM ... 326
PICK-SLOAN MISSOURI BASIN PROGRAM, GARRI 13,928
NEBRASKA
MIRAGE FLATS PROJECT 58 | s 58
NEBRASKA INVESTIGATIONS PROGRAM 191 | s 191 | s
NEW MEXICO
ALBUQUERQUE METRO AREA WATER AND RECLAMATION REUSE ........ | oo | v 1,362 | s
CARLSBAD PROJECT 2,036 1,056 2,036 1,056
CONCHAS PROJECT STUDY
EASTERN NEW MEXICO WATER SUPPLY 250 | v
MIDDLE RIO GRANDE PROJECT 6,467 10,921 13,567 20,921
NAVAJO NATION INVESTIGATIONS PROGRAM .......oevemverereereienereeineeens 300 | ces 300 | ces
NAVAJO-GALLUP WATER SUPPLY PROJECT ... 391 | e 391
PECOS RIVER BASIN WATER SALVAGE PROJECT 127 | e
RIO GRANDE PROJECT 796 3,186 796
SAN JUAN RIVER BASIN INVESTIGATIONS PROGRAM .......ccveorereernreenne 179 | o 179
SANTA FE—WATER RECLAMATION AND REUSE PROJECT 250
SOUTHERN NEW MEXICO/WEST TEXAS INVESTIGATIONS PROG ............
TUCUMCARI PROJECT 104 4 104 4
UPPER RIO GRANDE BASIN INVESTIGATIONS PROGRAM
NEVADA
CITY OF NORTH LAS VEGAS WATER REUSE, NV 1,000
HALFWAY WASH PROJECT STUDY 100 | v, 600
LAHONTAN BASIN PROJECT (HUMBOLT, NEWLANDS, WASHOE) .. 6,467 2,446 6,467
LAKE MEAD/LAS VEGAS WASH PROGRAM .......coomererrimerieeeieneneeeneeens 1,408 . 1,408
SOUTHERN NEVADA WATER RECYCLING PR 3,000
OKLAHOMA
ARBUCKLE PROJECT 205 205
MCGEE CREEK PROJECT 460 460
MOUNTAIN PARK PROJECT 267 267
NORMAN PROJECT 250 176 176
NORTH FORK OF THE RED RIVER PROJECT ......oovvvvvevrvemerrerncnrrsnnenns | cevvnreinnneens | v | 150 | s
OKLAHOMA INVESTIGATIONS PROGRAM 188 | v | 188 |
W.C. AUSTIN PROJECT 314 314
WASHITA BASIN PROJECT 887 887
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BUREAU OF RECLAMATION—WATER AND RELATED RESOURCES—Continued

[In thousands of dollars]

Project title

Budget estimate

Committee recommendation

Resources Facilities Resources Facilities
management management

OREGON
CROOKED RIVER PROJECT 212 465 212 465
DESCHUTES ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION PROJECT .....coovmrvrrcrrirceenns 500 | s 750 | s
DESCHUTES PROJECT 418 155 418 155
DESCHUTES PROJECT, TUMALO, BEND FEED CANAL 500 | oo
DESCHUTES PROJECT, WICKIUP DAM 3,000 | oo 3,000
EASTERN OREGON PROJECTS 781 280 781 280
GRANDE RONDE WATER OPTIMIZATION STUDY .....coovviervniirrerirecireeens 100 | e 100 | cis
KLAMATH PROJECT 20,041 776 20,041 176
OREGON INVESTIGATIONS PROGRAM 620 | oo 620 | crovs
ROGUE RIVER BASIN PROJECT, SAVAGE RAPIDS PUMPING PLNTS ......
ROGUE RIVER BASIN PROJECT, TALENT DIVISION ... 554 172 554 172
TUALATIN PROJECT 287 127 287 127
TUALATIN VALLEY WATER SUPPLY FEASIBILITY STUDY
UMATILLA BASIN PROJECT, PHASE IIl STUDY ...ooorverreercreereceerceenns 200 | e 400 | v
UMATILLA PROJECT 601 2,101 601 2,101
WILLOW LAKE NATURAL TREATMENT SYSTEM, OR 300 | cs

SOUTH DAKOTA

LEWIS AND CLARK RURAL WATER PROJECT 20,000 | oo
MID-DAKOTA RURAL WATER PROJECT 2,000 15 15,000 15
MNI WICONI PROJECT 6,717 6,254 20,217 6,254
PERKINS COUNTY RURAL WATER DISTRICT 1,000 | ceris
RAPID VALLEY PROJECT, DEERFIELD DAM 28 | e 28

TEXAS
AUSTIN WATER RECLAMATION PROJECT
BALMORHEA PROJECT
CANADIAN RIVER PROJECT 17 | s 117
EL PASO WATER RECLAMATION AND REUSE 371 | s
LEON CREEK QUARRY/MITCHELL LAKE WATER REUSE PROJECT .........
LOWER RIO GRANDE VALLEY WATER RESOURCES 6,000 | oo
NUECES RIVER 536 536
SAN ANGELO PROJECT 276 276
TEXAS INVESTIGATIONS PROGRAM 202 | e 202 | s

UTAH
HYRUM PROJECT 128 62 128 62
MOON LAKE PROJECT 45 15 45 15
NAVAJO SANDSTONE AQUIFER RECHARGE STUDY
NEWTON PROJECT 61 24 61 24
NORTHERN UTAH INVESTIGATIONS PROGRAM ......ccovvrrercreercrrereceenns 280 | e 280 | s
OGDEN RIVER PROJECT 373 40 373 40
PROVO RIVER PROJECT 843 355 843 355
SCOFIELD PROJECT 121 66 121 66
SOUTHERN UTAH INVESTIGATIONS PROGRAM .......ccovvemervnrrrerircereeens 300 | cs 300 | s
STRAWBERRY VALLEY PROJECT 198 7 198 7
WEBER BASIN PROJECT 1,650 431 1,650 431
WEBER RIVER PROJECT 87 63 87 63

WASHINGTON

COLUMBIA BASIN PROJECT 4547 4,435 4,547 4,435
LOWER ELWHA KLALLAM WATER SUPPLY FEASIBILITY STUDY 25 . 100
MAKAH INDIAN COMMUNITY WATER SUPPLY FEASIBILITY 25 200
SALMON CREEK WATERSHED RESTORATION, WA
STORAGE DAM FISH PASSAGE FEASIBILITY STUDY 550 550
TULALIP TRIBES WATER QUALITY FEASIBILITY STUDY ... 50 150
WASHINGTON INVESTIGATIONS PROGRAM ......oouremrirerireeeseesseineinns 525 | i LY T [
YAKIMA PROJECT 1,179 6,066 1,179 6,066
YAKIMA PROJECT, KEECHELUS DAM, SOD 3,700 1 e 3,700
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BUREAU OF RECLAMATION—WATER AND RELATED RESOURCES—Continued

[In thousands of dollars]

Project title

Budget estimate

Committee recommendation

Resources Facilities Resources Facilities
management management
YAKIMA RIVER BASIN WATER ENHANCEMENT PROJECT ......cccovvverirnnne 12,730 | v 12,730
YAKIMA RIVER BASIN WATER STORAGE 500
WYOMING
KENDRICK PROJECT 6 4,048 6 4,048
NORTH PLATTE PROJECT 10 1,038 10 1,038
SHOSHONE PROJECT 10 1,193 10 1,193
WYOMING INVESTIGATIONS PROGRAM
VARIOUS
COLORADO RIVER BASIN SALINITY CONTROL PROJECT, TITLE I .......... 9,198 9,198
COLORADO RIVER STORAGE PROJECT, (CRSP), SECTION 5 7,553 7,553
COLORADO RIVER STORAGE PROJECT, SECTION 8 ............ 4914 3,992
COLORADO RIVER WATER QUALITY IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM ... 450 450

DAM SAFETY PROGRAM:
DEPARTMENT DAM SAFETY PROGRAM

INITIATE SOD CORRECTIVE ACTION

SAFETY EVALUATION OF EXISTING DAMS

SAFETY OF DAMS CORRECTIVE ACTION STUDIES

DEPARTMENTAL IRRIGATION DRAINAGE PROGRAM .........cccovmecrvviinnens
DROUGHT EMERGENCY ASSISTANCE
EFFICIENCY INCENTIVES PROGRAM
EMERGENCY PLANNING AND DISASTER RESPONSE PROGRAM ............
ENDANGERED SPECIES RECOVERY IMPLEMENTATION ......ccccooovnirrrnes
ENVIRONMENTAL AND INTERAGENCY COORDINATION ACTIVITIES ........
ENVIRONMENTAL PROGRAM ADMINISTRATION .......ocovvcvvvveerccriririinens
EXAMINATION OF EXISTING STRUCTURES

FEDERAL BUILDING SEISMIC SAFETY PROGRAM

GENERAL PLANNING STUDIES
INITIATIVES
LAND RESOURCES MANAGEMENT PROGRAM ........coommmrvvemrnerriiinienns
LEWIS AND CLARK RURAL WATER SYSTEM

1,700
40,900
18,000

500

1,575

LOWER COLORADO RIVER OPERATIONS PROGRAM
LOWER COLORADO RIVER INVESTIGATIONS PROGRAM ..
MISCELLANEOUS FLOOD CONTROL OPERATIONS

NATIONAL FISH AND WILDLIFE FOUNDATION

NATIVE AMERICAN AFFAIRS PROGRAM
NEGOTIATION AND ADMINISTRATION OF WATER MARKETING .
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE PROGRAM MANAGEMENT
PICK-SLOAN MISSOURI BASIN PROGRAM, OTHER PROJECTS .
POWER PROGRAM SERVICES
PUBLIC ACCESS AND SAFETY PROGRAM .......ccooommrrmrvvvvevemrrissssrnnnnns
RECLAMATION LAW ADMINISTRATION
RECLAMATION RECREATION MANAGEMENT ........ovvvererrvieerecririiienns
RECREATION AND FISH AND WILDLIFE PROGRAM ADMIN ....................
SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY PROGRAM:
ADVANCED WATER TREATMENT DESALINATION PROGRAM ..........
APPLIED SCIENCE/TECHNOLOGY AND DEVELOPMENT ........
DESALINATION RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM .........
HYDROELECTRIC INFRASTRUCTURE PROTECTION/ENHANCE .......
TECHNOLOGY ADVANCEMENT
WATERSHED/RIVER SYSTEMS MANAGEMENT PROGRAM .............
SITE SECURITY

SOIL AND MOISTURE CONSERVATION
TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE TO STATES
TITLE XVI, WATER RECLAMATION AND REUSE PROGRAM ..........cccccooeee.
UNITED STATES/MEXICO BORDER ISSUES—TECHNICAL SUPPORT ......
WATER MANAGEMENT AND CONSERVATION PROGRAM ..........